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THE TATTVASARA OF 
6RT VATSYA VARADAGURU 

( 1 ) 

^ m feqq: qta I 

*Tiq: *1^1% qifo&q: II * II 

My mind is eagerly bent upon associating (itself) 
with the lotus-feet of (my preceptor) &rl Visnucitta; 
if there is no such association, then how, even for a 
person like myself the true import of the sayings of 
§rl Ramanuja would become easy to be expounded 
(in the text of Tattvasdra ). 

The author Sri Varadacarya commences his treatise 
by offering salutations to his preceptor Sri Visnucitta. 

(2-3) 

i» qfq %qmqi sftst few ^iq 
^qoifegof foq 5 nnfq qfq n * n 
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* <3*5 qsfaciwrc: 35T m $tRt: qfq JihA 

* qR^q: q>Fift sn fJTiReqsiR i 

3ifq 5rrci«Pl«iq^ rT^nfq m 

feq ^ sforatwfawr: II ^ ii 

In none of the works of the learned, could we 
find the elegant style (that is manifested in the writings 
of 6ri Ramanuja). (This) I swear by the name of 
Lord Visnu. I consider that the power of a mosquito 
could serve as an illustration of my ability (to 
expound the teachings of £r! Ramanuja). But the 
radiance of the sayings of Sri Ramanuja capable of 
silencing the group of opponents fully, is eternally 
awake in me and gives fame to me. 

Never indeed is there (in me) the conceit of being 
a poet. There is no acquaintance with the systems 
of Gautama, Kanada, Kumarila or Prabhakara. Nor 
is there any acquaintance with any other science. This, 
however, does not constitute any defect in me. It is 
because a close study of the teachings ofSrT Ramanuja 
gives victory to me everywhere. 

The author gives expression to his deep conviction of 
his unworthiness to expound the texts of Sri Ramanuja. 
And he says that his close study of the teachings of Sri 
Ramanuja enables him to fulfil the task of expounding the 
latter This implies lack of show of conceit on the part of 
our author. This he explains by comparing his ability to 
expound the texts of Sri Ramanuja to the power of a 
mosquito. 
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w 

35 q*en%flWT5i: II « || 

Wherefore is the possibility of the disputants be¬ 
fore him who is a crest-jewel in the assembly of the 
learned and who has made a close study of the sayings 
of Sri Ramanuja to understand their import. 

The author ascribes to Sri Ramanuja the credit for his 
being a crest-jewel in the assembly of the learned. 

(5-6) 

q STorfa s^qftlf^ Q\ 

qjiqqri fRi qtf 3^: 

STTOiaq qRf^q^ q* || 3 

- 

q: sil3tfa q^qiqsR% 3te?crt 

^ 3=3: 1 

S3 ^ 
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Jij n asadhikaranam 

Knowledge of significative relation between a 
word and its sense does not arise from any source 
excepting verbal usages (of the elderly people). No 
one would employ a sentence in respect of a factor 
that is not action, and no one would act in respect of 
a factor that cannot be accomplished. Thus it 
is ascertained that the import of every word is 
what is to be accomplished. Therefore the Veda too 
is valid in respect of what is to be accomplished. 
When such is the case, how could the Veda attain 
validity in respect of the self which is always existent? 

The reply: A man is instructed by the expressive 
movement of the hand of the other man thus: “Let the 
stick present in the room be conveyed to Caitra.” The 
person (who has been instructed), being zealously 
active to convey the presence of the stick in the room 
to Caitra, utters the sentence (In this room there exists 
a stick) to him. The child who is different from the 
(above) three, notices like a dumb man the distinct 
forms of actions (such as the expressive movement of 
the hand, etc.); and, on hearing the statement 
(namely, ‘the stick is in the room’), understands that 
the sentence is significative of the sense (of presence 
of the stick). 

The import of a proposition according to Prabhakaras 
is a command or an injunction. This leads one directly to 
the accomplishment of something. The Prabhakara school 
argues that this view is derived from the observation of 
how a child learns a language. From imperative sentences 
like “fetch the cow,” “fetch the horse,” etc*, which are 
used by the old, there arises activity on the part of one to 
whom such sentences are addressed* The child gets at the 
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meanings of individual words by comparing and contrasting 
imperative sentences like gam anaya, gam badhana, a'Svam 
dnaya which are used by the old. A merely assertive sent¬ 
ence does not help the child in this respeet, for it leads to 
no action as its immediate result whereby the connection 
between word and meaning can be discovered. Since this 
is the natural process of learning a language, the meaning 
of every word comes to be associated in the child’s mind 
at first with particular actions but finally with action in 
general. What is denoted by a word is not the thing by 
itself but always the thing related in some manner to 
action* 

The above being the case, the pUroapakfin argues, the 
Upanisads cannot convey Brahman — the thing-in-itself. 


( 7 ) 

TOpi- 

^ ''SIHfNT SlfcOT II « 

Parents who have come to know the significa¬ 
tive relation between words and their senses earlier, 
(while teaching their children) point to the appro¬ 
priate objects like pot, etc., with their finger uttering 
their names and the case-endings at the same time. 
Children who are taught (thus) often understand the 
significative relation between words and the things 
standing by themselves by noticing the knowledge of 
(mere) objects which invariably arises in them on 
mere listening to the words. 
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The meanings of words are usually learnt in the 
manner described above. But there are other ways of 
doing so which do not necessitate the association of the 
meanings with action. When a mother for instance, in 
teaching her child, points to an object with her hand utter¬ 
ing its name, at the same time there is no action as related 
to which the child apprehends the object. The point that 
is of importance here is that one could understand the 
significative relation between a word and an existent entity. 
There could', therefore, arise the knowledge of significative 
relation between the words of the Upani§ad and Brahman 
— the existent entity. An enquiry into the Upani$ads with 
a wiew to know Brahman is thus possible. 

( 8 ) 

3 TO 

N 

foifq rf- 

n<n*T<ni || £ || 

S3 S3 ^ 

Janmadyadhikaranam 

By the Upanigadic text which consists of the word 
imani , the supreme Lord is signified on the ground of 
His characteristic marks such as His being the cause of 
the origination, etc. of the world. The world is 
conveyed by the word bhutani. By the word imani, 
is conveyed the wonderful nature of the world that 
is created. The latter signifies the groups of resplen¬ 
dent qualities of Brahman — the Creator of the world. 
The qualities constitute the cause of enquiry into the 
nature of Brahman. 
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The text of the Toittiriyopani?ad - “That from which 
these (imani) beings (bhutani) arise, that by which when 
born they live, that into which they enter at the time of 
dissolution; seek to know that; that is Brahman” (III, 1) 
emphasises the creative aspect of Brahman and makes it 
the highest Reality. 

The word imani is significant. It conveys the wonder¬ 
ful nature of the world, and thereby suggests that the 
world is not illusory. The knowledge that the world is 
wonderful leads one to conclude that the creator of such a 
world must possess superb qualities. The latter lead one to 
enquire into the nature of Brahman. 

( 9 ) 

I 

ql n ^ n 

The word imani in the Sruti text, and the word 
asya in the siitra stand for the world of sentient and 
insentient known through the respective means of 
knowledge. They convey the wonderful nature of the 
world. The text of the Sribhasya, with this in view, 
interprets the word asya in the sutra by the bhasya 
text beginning with the word acintya, etc. In this 
text, the earlier part speaks of the wonderful nature 
of the insentient world. The subsequent part beginn¬ 
ing with the word niyata speaks of the wonderful 
nature of the sentient world. 
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The Sribh&sya text (1-1-2 - 'acintya-vividha-vicitra- 
racanasya niyatadeiakdla • phalabhoga - brahmadistambaparyanta- 
kfetrajnami&rasya jagatah ...*is referred to in this verse. 

What has been said in the previous verse is substantia- 
ted by making a reference to the text of the Srlbhdfya in 
this verse. 

( 10 ) 

^ cT-; 

II 1 ° II 

Sdstrayonitvadhikaranam 

‘Earth, etc., which constitute the subject of 
inference, have a creator, because they are 
effects like pot, etc.’ ‘Earth, etc. are effects 
because they are composed of parts.’ And 
God is established as a matter of course. 

The (above) view (of the Naiyayika) does not hold 
good. It is because ■ the invariable concomitance 
between the ground of inference, namely, the state of 
being an effect and the sddhya — the simultaneous 
occurrence of the world by a single Creator lacks 
correspondence, for an effect is noticed to be brought 
into existence in a phased manner and that, too, by 
manifold agents. In fact, the ground of inference 
suffers from the fallacy of virodha. 
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The NaiySyika seeks to establish the existence of God 
on the basis of the following inferential argument: 

“Earth, etc. have a creator; because they are effects.” 

Here, the ground of inference is “the state of being an 
effect.” It may be objected that this ground does not 
exist in the subject of inference, namely, earth, etc., and, 
as such this ground suffers from the fallacy of svarUpdsiddhu 
The Naiyayikas get over this difficulty by pointing out that 
the ground of inference exists in earth, etc. This they 
prove on the basis of inference only which is as follows: 

“Earth, etc, are effects, because they are com¬ 
posed of parts. Whichever is composed of parts, 

e.g. a pot, is an effect.” 

Having proved thus, the Naiy&yikas argue that the 
world has a creator and that creator is admitted, on the 
basis of the logic of simplicity, to be one and he brings 
into existence the objects of the world simultaneously. 

Our author argues that in ordinary experience it is 
noticed that an effect, say a chariot, is brought into exist¬ 
ence by many agents and that too in a phased manner. 
Nowhere is it noticed that an effect is brought into existence 
by a single agent and that too simultaneously. Hence the 
ground ‘the state of being an effect’ present in the world is 
not invariably related to the sddhya 9 namely, the simulta¬ 
neous occurrence of the world by a single creator. In other 
words, the ground lacks correspondence (vyabhicdri). 

Moreover, the ground is invariably related to the fact 
of creation of an effect by manifold agents in a phased 
manner. This means the ground is related to the absence 
of what is sought to be established by this inference. And 
this is a fallacy and it is known as virodha. The ground, 
therefore, is viruddha. 

2 
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The commentary viz, the Vdtsyavarivasya suggests the 
reading sakartrkamidam in the first quarter of the verse 
instead of sakartf vimatam. 

The Ratnasarini notes a variant reading bhedaganandt in* 
stead of bhedaganana in the last quarter of this verse. This 
reading is adopted because it gives a plain meaning, and the 
translation follows this. 

The word adharasiddhanta stands for adhikaranasiddhanta 
one of the four types of siddhanta . The other three are 
sarvatantra-siddhanta, pratiiantra -siddhanta and abhyupagama - 
siddhanta . (See NydyasUtra 1-1-26). 

The term adhara-siddhanta or adhikaranasiddhanta is 
interpreted thus : yat] siddhau eva prakftasiddih so 9 nu§anga ■ 

siddho’rthah . prakrte ... Uvaram vind etat-sddhydnirvdhdt 

adhikaranasiddhant sa i&vara eva itu Vdtsyavarivasya, p,22. 

(ii) 

f% ii n II 

The inferential cognition that the creator of the 
world is one, results for those whose minds are inten¬ 
sely attached to the logic of simplicity. This view of 
the Naiyayikas should not be taken into consideration. 
It is because the logic of simplicity cuts the very basis 
of invariable concomitance. For what purpose do 
they, who desire for the wealth of simplicity, infer 
creation by an agent in respect of the world? 
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The Naiyayikas are of the view that the above inferen¬ 
tial argument proves merely the existence of agent in res¬ 
pect of the world. And, that agent is admitted to be one 
and in doing so the logic of simplicity is the governing 

principle. 

Our author points out that on the basis of the logic of 
simplicity, the Naiyayika could very well refrain from in¬ 
ferring even an agent in respect of the world as this is 
simpler. 

The commentary Vdtsyavarivasya suggests the reading 
laghimasampadamipsubbih taih instead of laghimasampadamipsa - 
mdnaih . 

(12-13) 

WTFcTW ttSFEB. ^ 

q$ ^cqi I 

aids q*: ll ^ II 

*ra<?fq wnwi qtai 
sqiqR: qdfasnto ffa ^b i 

q^Mfq ^ ll n 

In respect of (i) earth, etc., which are composed 
of parts, (ii) the group of (inherent) causes, (iii) voli¬ 
tion (of God), (iv) merits and demerits of souls, and 
(v) the body, which (severally) constitute the subject 
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of (specific) inferential arguments, let there be that 
which is opposed to ordinary experience. If not 
(that is, if what conforms to experience alone is to be 
maintained), then even in respect of the Creator, that 
which is opposed to ordinary experience should not be 
inferred. Moreover, simultaneous creation and 
simultaneous dissolution of the objects of the world 
are not noticed, and they do not fall within the range 
of inference. Thus there is no cause that would give 
rise to the inferential cognition of God. Hence God, 
the supreme Being cannot be inferred. 

Let earth, etc., be eternal although they are com¬ 
posed of parts; let the operation of the causes of earth, 
etc., proceed without an agent. Let there not be the 
requirement of knowledge and desire to create the 
world in respect of the volitional effort of God; let 
merits and demerits of the soul be capable of creating 
the world; let God be possessed of a body and create 
the world although remaining in a remote place; or 
else, let God be possessed of an invisible body and 
create the world. 

The Naiyayikas advance a series of inferential argu¬ 
ments to prove the existence of God as follows* 

1. Earth, etc*, are effects because they are composed 
of partsj and 

Earth, etc.,- have a creator, because they are 
effects. And, the Creator is God. 

2. The inherent cause of the world (atoms) function 
by depending upon a sentient being, because it is 
Insentient. And the sentient being is God. 

3. Volition is present in the substratum wherein the 
knowledge of the inherent cause and desire to 
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create are present, because it is volition, like the 
volition of the soul. And the substratum is God. 

4. Merits and demerits of the soul are directed by a 
sentient being, because they are insentient. And 
the sentient being is God. 

5. God does not possess body, because He is not per' 
ceived at the place of creation. 

Our author rejects the above inferential arguments 
thus: 

As regards the first argument, he says 'Let the world 
be composed of parts and let it not be an effect as admitted 
in the Pfirvamirnamsa school. Being not an effect, there is 
no need of a creator.’ 

As regards the second and the fourth argument, he 
says that the volition of iSvara too is insentient. And it 
functions without being prompted by any other sentient 
being. In the same way, atoms, merits and demerits, etc., 
could function without any sentient being. 

As regards the third argument, he says that the volition 
of soul is non-eternal, and hence it h to be caused by the 
knowledge of the inherent cause and desire to create the 
effect. But in the case of God, it i9 eternal and as such 
there is no need for knowledge and desire. 

As regards the fifth argument, he argues that it can 
be admitted that God possesses a body and it is not neces • 
sary that it should be perceived at the place of creation. 
Being in a remote place, he could create; or his body is 
invisible and it is present at the place of creation. 

(14) 

^TTCT- 

flTHTCfafeftfa 1 
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^51^1 [^^^1 STR1JI ^ II 

If it is said that these inferential cognitions relat¬ 
ing to the eternity of earth, etc., are not valid, 
because they do not conform to perceptual evidence, 
then the inferential cognition in respect of the agent 
(God) too is not valid. Moreover in ordinary experi¬ 
ence the creation as well as destruction of objects are 
noticed in a phased manner. Therefore, there would 
be the inferential cognition that the creation and 
destruction of the world arise only in stages. 

(15) 

are 

f^psrTlHfq ipcl | 

5UW H ^4 II II 

Samanvayadhikaranam 

Fie upon those who are excessively attached to 
the system of Kumarila and upon those who have 
acquired proficiency in the system of Prabhakara. 
Alas! they speak with a view to vanquish the oppo¬ 
nent that the world is devoid of a controller. The i 
Vedic texts are free from defects relating to their cause 
and also from sublating cognition; and hymns and 
recommendatory passages, like the injunctive texts, 
definitely acquire validity in respect of the supreme 
Lord who Himself is the supreme human end. 


X K$ ATY ADHIKAR A $ AM 15 

The Prabhakara and the Kumarila school of Mim&ihs& 
are of the view that all Vedic teaching must be conceived as 
serving some useful purpose; but no such purpose can be 
served by a knowledge of Brahman — an existent entity. 
If we are taught that it is of a certain nature, we can know 
that it is so; but this knowledge by itself cannot assist us 
either in avoiding evil or in attaining good. If it should be 
rendered serviceable at all, it should be understood in re¬ 
ference to what in the teaching of iruti has practical utility, 
namely, sacrifice or meditation. Thus assertive propositions 
which convey the existent entity — Brahman, and recommen¬ 
datory passages do not have any independent logical status. 

Our author says that the Veda is self-valid and so, 
like injunctive texts, hymns and recommendatory texts also 
are valid. 

Further every word eventually signifies the supreme 
God as everything eventually points to Him as its final 
essence. He is the supreme human end. And the Veda 
pointing to the supreme human end is valid. 

(16) 

m 

sr slower: i 

nt h wA 

I ksatyadhikaranam 
Some say: 

In the Chandogyopanisad , in the text—“Have you 
ever asked for that adeta /* the root diS preceded by 
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an and ending with ghan conveys the sense of instruc¬ 
tion regarding the nature of reality and does not 
convey the sense of command of the reality. It is 
because the suffix ghan is not used in the sense of an 
agent and it is used in the sense of an object of action. 
Reality will be an agent in respect of the command 
and not an object of action in the form of command. 
It, however, can be an object of action in the form of 
instruction. Hence it is spoken of as the one that is 
to be instructed by the word adeia. 

In the Chandogyopani§ad (VI, i, 2-3), Uddalaka asks his 
son — Svetaketu who has returned from his preceptor’s house 
after completing the study of the Vedas , ‘Did you ask for 
that Zdeia by knowing which that which unheard becomes 
heard, the unknown becomes known, ... ?’ 

The word adeia , according to Advaitins, means that 
which is instructed. The reality is to be known only 
through instruction. The word may be taken in the sense 
of‘that which commands or rules.’ This is the ViSistadvaitic 
interpretation. &vetaketu knows that the Lord is the 
material cause of the world* And the knowledge of the 
material cause, say clay, will give rise to the knowledge of 
its effects, namely, pot, jar, etc. But it will not give rise to 
the knowledge of the potter who has made the pot. In 
other words, the knowledge of the material cause will not 
give rise to the knowledge of everything that is connected 
with its effect. In the same way, the supreme Lord is the 
material cause of the world. Knowledge of the supreme 
Lord would give rise to the knowledge of the world. But 
it would not give rise to the knowlegde of the efficient cause 
of the world. In that case, the statement ‘by knowing the 
supreme Lord everything else will become known’ will be 
contradicted. To remove this doubt, Jthe word adeia is used. 
It means a controller. That is, the supreme Lord is the 


Controller or the efficient cause of the world. Hence.by 
knowing Him — who is both the material and the efficient 
cause of the world, everything else will become known* 
Thus according to ViSistadvaita, the word adeia conveys 
the sense of one who commands or one who controls, that 
is, the efficient cause. 

The Advaitins, on the other hand, say that reality is 
to be known only through instruction and hence the word 
adeia stands for that which is to be known only through 
instruction* That is, the reality is the object of action in 
the form of instruction. They argue that the word adeia 
ends with the suffix ghan . The aphorism of Panini 
akartari ca (3—3—12) specifically lays down that ghan is 
not to be used in the sense of agent. If the word adeia 
were taken in the sense of that which commands (that is, 
the reality) then, reality is the agent of command. In 
that case ghan would not hold good, as it is not to be used 
in the sense of an agent. This suffix can be used in the 
sense of an object of action {karma)* And, reality cannot 
be an object of command. On the other hand, it could be 
the object of action in the form of instruction. Hence the 
word adeia ending with the suffix ghan stands for reality as 
the object of instruction. The text — uta tam adeiam aprak§yah 
means: “Have you ever asked for that which could be 
known only through instruction?” This is the Advaitin’s 
view. This view is rejected in the following verse. 

(17) 

m sw: si^nfer ^ 

a 

direst ^ f| q* ff i 
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Here we reply: 

The root di§ preceded by ah conveys the 
sense of one who commands and not that of 
one which is to be instructed. It is because the root 
is well-known in the sense of command and not in¬ 
struction. There would arise the knowledge of the 
required sense here only when we take the word in the 
sense of- one who commands. Moreover, this word 
becomes significant by conveying the sense of com¬ 
mand which is specific (to the supreme Lord). The 
suffix ghah is enjoined in the sense of instrument too. 
The supreme Lord who is the agent of command is 
desired to be referred to as the instrument of com¬ 
mand. And the grammarians accept the usage of the 
kdraka-vibhakti in a sense that is desired. 

Our author states that only when we take the word 
ddeia in the sense of one who commands or the efficient 
cause, then the intended sense, namely, by the knowledge 
of adtia everything else will become known would be 
arrived at. Otherwise, there will linger the doubt in the 
mind of the disciple that by the knowledge of the supreme 
Lord — the material cause only, the effect, namely, the world 
will become known and not the efficient cause. In that 
case, the statement by knowing which everything else will 
become known would be contradicted. This doubt will be 
removed only when it is said that the material cause is the 
efficient cause too. And, the sense of efficient cause is 
conveyed by the word ddeia. 

Moreover, if the word ddeia is taken in the sense of 
that which is instructed, it will not invariably point to the 
supreme Lord. For, besides the supreme Lord there are 
many other details instructed such as the means of attaining 
the Lord, etc. If the word is taken in the sense of one who 
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commands them it will invariably apply to the supreme 
Lord. 

The objection raised by the Advaitins that the suffix 
ghan is not used in the sense of an agent is without any 
force; for, it is used in the sense of an instrument and here 
the agent, namely, the supreme Lord is spoken of as the 
instrument of command. Grammarians allow the use of 
kdraka-vibhvktis in the sense that is intended. 

Vide : vivaksdto karakavibhaktayo ndnd bhavanti. 

( 18 ) 

mm I 

ST H II 

By the word tasya which is in the genitive case, 

the difference between anandamaya and Brahman is 
made known. The hymn (in the Taittiriyopanisad) 
does not make any mention of anandamaya. For this 
anandamaya which is (always) known, unknownness is 
impossible. Brahman does not have a characteristic 

of being a whole. Further, for anandamaya , a self 
other than it is mentioned in the iruti. The ananda- 
maya too is referred to as one to be purified. There is 
also the word (viz-, suffix mayat) conveying the sense 
of modification. To the puccha- Brahman is the 
supreme self and not anandamaya. The latter like the 
sheath of food, etc., is referred to as an externa) 
sheath veilling Brahman. 
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The text considered in the anandamayadhikarana is the 
second chapter of the Taitiiriyopanisad (1-5) where we have 
a progressive definition of the nature of self as consisting of 
anna , prana , manas , and vijMna . Then it is said “different 
from and within that which consists of vijndna is the self 
consisting of bliss (anandamaya ).” With reference to this 
anandamaya it is said! “For the anandamaya (tasya) Brahman 
is the tail-support (puccha ).” 

1. The word tasya conveys the difference between 
anandamaya and Brahman* Hence anandamaya is ont 
Brahman* 

2. In the hymn that follows (vi) namely, if one knows 
Brahman as non-existant, one becomes non-existent, the 
word Brahman is used and not anandamaya. Hence dnanda - 
maya is not Brahman. 

3. Further it is said *if a person knows Brahman as 
existent, then they know him to be existent 9 (vi). It is 
only Brahman that is unknown; and, hence it alone could 
be known. Anandamaya consisting of love, joy, etc,, is always 
known. It is not unknown. And, hence there arises no 
question of knowing it. On this ground too, anandamaya is 
not Brahman. 

4. Brahman could not be considered as an avaya&in as 
it is not composed of parts. Anandamaya y however, is spoken 
of as having limbs thus; Jove is the head; joy is the right 
side; rejoicing is the left side, and Brahman is the tail* 
support. Hence anandamaya is not Brahman. 

5. Further, the Upanisadic text (vi) states that there 
is a self for this Anandamaya, Hence anandamaya which has 
self cannot be the supreme Self — Brahman. 

6. There is a subsequent hymn which states the 
prayer ‘Let dnandamaya be purified’. Brahman is ever pure, 
and so, what is sought to be purified, namely, anandamaya 
cannot be Brahman. 
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7. The suffix mayat in the word anandamaya means 
modification. Brahman is not subject to modification. 
Hence anandamaya is not Brahman. It follows from the 
above that anandamaya like annamaya 9 etc. is only a sheath 
that veils Brahman. This is Advaitin’s view. And, this 
view is criticised in the following verse. 

(19) 

l| II 

1. In the text that speaks of the cause of the 
world, the cause is referred to by the masculine 
gender word ( sah). 2. Anandamaya is described by 

means of factors which are not different from it. 3. 
The hymns do not refer to the tail-support. 4. The 
aphorism is intelligible to our interpretation. 5. 
There is no other self for the anandamaya. The sixth 
case-ending, only conveys the sense of ‘p art ’- Ananda¬ 
maya is unknown in its unconditioned aspect. It is 
viewed as if it possesses limbs. And clarification or 
cleansing is in conformity with the nature of dnanda- 
maya. The words anandamaya and Rrahman are used 
as synonyms. Hence Brahman cannot be the self of 
anandamaya. In this manner, the view that puccha- 
Brahman is the highest Self is rejected. 

According to the Advaitina, it is the ^uccAa-Brahman that 
is the Highest Self. ViSistadvaitins argue that it is ananda¬ 
maya that is the Highest Self on the following grounds: 
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1. The text so’kamayata (vi) refers to the cause of 
the world. The word sah is masculine in gender and it 
would refer only to anandamaya which is conveyed by the 
word in masculine gender and not to Brahman that is con¬ 
veyed by the word in neuter gender. 

2. The food-sheath, etc. are described by means of 
their limbs which are not different from them. In the 
same way, anandamaya too is described by factors like love, 
j°y, rejoicing, etc. which constitute the essential nature of 
anandamaya itself. 

3. The hymns which occur subsequent to the descrip* 
tion of annamaya % etc,, do not deal with the puccha or the 
tail-support of annamaya 9 etc. In the same way, the hymn 
‘He who knows Brahman to be non-existent’ etc. (vi) does 
not refer to the puccha- Brahman. 

4. The Brahmaputra — dnandamayo'bhydsdt (1-1-13) uses 
the word anandamaya and not the puccha , If /wcAa-Brahman 
were the Highest Self, then the aphorism must consist of 
the word puccha . 

5. In the case of annamaya % prdnamaya , manomnya, and 
vijndnamaya , we find the statement ‘Other than the soul 
made of the essence of food, there is an inner soul made of 
prana (II) etc* But we do not have a statement in respect 
of anandamaya in the form ‘Other than the soul made of the 
essence of dnanda, there is an inner soul.* 

6. The word tasya does not convey the sense of diffe* 
rence. the other hand, it conveys the sense of part. 
And so, Brahman must be understood as a part as it were of 
anandamaya . 

7. Anandamaya although it ia known as consisting of 
joy, etc. it is not known in its unconditioned aspect. And 
it is the latter that is being conveyed by the Ufiani$ad which 
acquires validity thereby. 
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8. Although anandamaya which is Brahman io ever 
pure yet some defilement is caused therein on account of 
the faults of souls. That defilement could be removed only 
by the performance of good actions by the souls. It is in 
this sense that the text that conveys the prayer ‘Let ananda* 
maya be purified’ is to be understood. 

9. The Upanisadic text — dnando brahmeti vyajandt (vi) 
uses the words ananda and Brahma as synonyms. Hence in 
the hymn that follows the description of anandamaya the 
use of the word Brahman in ( asti brahmeti ced veda) is 
correct. 

Hence anandamaya is the Highest Self. 

( 20 ) 

*\ 

'-J 

Antaradhikaranam 

The word kapih means that which drinks (pibati) 
water ( kam ), that is, the sun. The sun is referred to 
as kapih in the scriptural text, kapih babhasti. That 
which is blown by the sun, we know it to be kapyasa. 
The lotus which is blown by the rays of the sun serves 
as an illustration of Lord’s eyes on account of love¬ 
liness. 

In the antaradhikarana, the Chandogya text (I, 6) that 
describes the person as having a golden beard, etc., is dis¬ 
cussed. The eyes of that person is compared to the lotus. 
And the lotus is described as kapyasam. 

tasya yatha kapyasam pundarikam evameaksini. 
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The term kapyasa has been interpreted in six different 
ways. Of these, three interpretations are acceptable to the 
Viiistadvaitins. This point is discussed in this and in the 
succeeding six verses. 

The word pihita is a variant of apihita. By the word 
adi in the word pihitddivat, we have to take the word pidhdna 
which is a variant of apidhdna. 

( 21 ) 

^Io5 epfq^sifcT ¥ frotfa 

II II 

The word kapih means that which drinks water, 
namely, the stalk of lotus. That which has stalk as 
its abode, the wise ones call as kapyasa. And, that is 
lotus. It is lovely and expansive and so it is given as 
the illustrative example of Lord’s eyes. 

( 22 ) 

WI£R qtgei: 

OT^l^fq: fql|cT[%^ II 

The wise ones say: ham means water. That 
which has water as its abode is kapyasa; or that which 
is originated in water is kapyasa. In view of its rise in 
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deep waters, it is always cool and sweet. And it 
becomes the illustrative example of the lovely eyes of 
Lord Damodara. The preposition a/uloses its syllable 
‘d’, as iii the case of words pihita, etc. 

The word pihita is a variant of apihita • By the word 
Sdi in the word pihitddivat, we have to take the word pidhdna 
which is a variant of apidhdna. 

(23) 

i 

(There is yet another view :) “the word kapih 
means the sun. That which is the substratum of the 
sun is the orb of the sun. It is the location of the 
meditation upon Lord Narayana. The lotus of the 
heart and the eyes of the meditator, too, are like that.” 

This view does not hold good. The word 
pundarika would only secondarily signify the lotus of 
the heart. (Moreover) the two words tasya and aksinl 
are related to each other and are free from expec¬ 
tancy. Disregarding this, there must be the supplying 
of an ellipsis. Further, the co-ordinate relation 
between the words kapydsam and pundarlkam must be 
abandoned. There is the subsequent statement that 
the eye of the meditator constitutes the substratum of 
the meditation upon Brahman. 

This fourth interpretation is not acceptable to the 
ViSistadvaitins. In the text 'tasya yathd kapydsam pun<j,arikam 
4 
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evam ak§ini, the word tasya refers to the golden person. 
And this meaning of the word is related to the meaning of 
the word ak$ini. Thus the two words tasya and akfint are 
related to each other and are free from any expectancy 
(akankfa). If, according to the fourth view, we take the 
word ak§ini to mean the eyes of the meditator, then, in order 
to relate the word tasya to ak§ini t we have to add the word 
updsanasya to tasya and read it as tasya updsanasya. The text 
would then mean ‘for the meditation, the eyes of the 
meditator serve as the substrata.’ This is wrong on two 
grounds. In the first place, the co-ordinate relation between 
the words ta*ya and aksint has to be given up. In the 
second place, the Upanisad subsequently states the eye of 
the meditator as the locus of meditation. Hence it is not 
necessary that the same sense should be understood here too* 
Moreover, it is only the right eye of the meditator that is 
referred to as the locus of meditation* It would be wrong 
to say there that the two eyes of the meditator serves as the 
loci of meditation. 

(24) 

SSFtT: I 

^ hWmcI \\ W 

Here someone asserts: the word kapyasa means the 
rear portion of a monkey. (It is asked): How is this 
given as an example of Lord’s eyes when the other 
sense is possible? Why is the co-ordinate relation 
between the words kapyasam and pundarikam abandon¬ 
ed? If it is said that the word kapyasam conveys the 
otus itself, then it is only a figurative usage for you. 
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The Advaitin 9 interpret the word kapyasam to mean 
‘the rear portion of a monkey’. Our author rejects this 
interpretation by saying that in that case, the co-ordinate 
relation between the words kapyasam and pundarlkam would 
be lost. To get over this difficulty, the Advaitins might 
say that the word kapyasam conveys the Bense of lotU9 itself 
as it means “that which is similar to the rear portion of a 
monkey.” To this our author states that in that case, the 
expression kapyasam pundarlkam would be similar to the 
expression — simho mdnavakah . There is no doubt about 
the co-ordinate relation between the words simha and mdna* 
vakah; but, -the word sirhha conveys the sense of mdnavakah 
on the basis of the latter’s possession of qualities like 
brilliance, etc., that are present in its primary sensei 
in the animal ‘lion’. In the same way, here, too, 
the word kapyasam would convey the sense of lotus on the 
basis of the latter’s possession of the quality of redness that 
is present in its primary sense, namely, the rear portion of 
a monkey. Thus, the word kapyasam must be taken in its 
secondary sense. When it could be taken in its primary 
sense and could be explained in the manner stated by us, 
states our author, it is not necessary to take it in its secon¬ 
dary sense. 

(25) 

*T*T3^gtsFcTqfcTJ I 
cT^fq ^ H ^ 

dfsn 5 jt q 4 ii w 

Someone states: the word kapyasam signifies 
that which is slightly blown. This interpretation, 
however, holds good, as it fits in to the lotus that is 
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given as an example of the eyes of the Lord. But, 
the word could not convey the (above) sense either 
etymologically or conventionally. 

(26) 

^ S3 ^ 

Cfi: I 

HTOT II ^ II 

Of the six senses of the word kapyasam mentioned 
above, three are accepted as valid by the revered &rl 
Ramanuja (in his Vedarthasangraha) in the words 
beginning with ‘deep water’ etc. The three senses 
not accepted by him are to be abandoned. In these 
six verses, the distinction between the senses that are 
to be accepted and those that are to be rejected has 
been set forth by me who know such a distinction. 

The text “ gambhira-ambhas-samudbhuta-sumrsta-ndla-ravi* 
kara-vikasita-pundarika-dala-amala-ayatikAanah" is referred to 
here. 


(27) 

*\ - 

'O 

3 qsW eT%snfir: | 

q^(^? k \\^ || ^ ii 
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Jyotiradhikaranam 

In the Chandogya , the Supreme Light is designated 
as gayatri. It has four quarters, namely, living beings, 
earth, physical body, and heart. It is six-fold 
through the characteristics of signification, protection, 
etc. (1) The Supreme in the form of speech conveys 
every being; (2) it protects every being (by imparting 
the knowledge of prescribed deeds and interdicted 
actions); (3) in the form of earth it is the substratum 
of every being; (4) no being subject to karma could 
ever transcend it; (5) in the form of body and heart, 
it is the substratum of vital-airs; (6) vital-airs could 
exist nowhere else. This is on the basis of specific 
declaration in the Upanisad. The reference to vdk 
and prana is for a different purpose. Thus meditation 
of Brahman as similar to gayatri has for its authority 
the Upaniaadic text which is in the concluding portion. 

Brahman — the Supreme Light is compared to gayatri 
which has four quarters, each quarter consisting of six 
syllables. Brahman too is said to have four quarters; and, 
it is six-fold ( Chandogya , III, 12). The six-fold nature, 
according to ViSistadvaita, is explained in this verse as 
related to bhUta, prthvi, iarira, and hrdaya. 

The Advaitins explain the six-fold nature as r elated to 
vak, bhUta, prthvi, iarira, hrdaya, and prana (Sankara’s com¬ 
mentary on the Chand . HI, 12). Our author rejects this 
view by saying that speech (vdk) and vital airs (prana) are 
mentioned for explaining that Brahman as speech conveys 
and protects every being, and it is the substratum of vital 
airs. The text in the concluding portion, namely, saisd 
eatutpadd §adoidha gayatri identifies Brahman with the metre 
gdyatri for the purpose of meditation. 
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(28) 

rT^ ^^ojfsi^oS 

!Tdt*T: %5Tlfq fsf^fq ff | 

3?rTJ srfaf^fa 

=qg: sm% f| ^storirmi ^ ii 

Antaryamyadhikaranam 

Darkness is a substance; we notice it to be dense, 
or thin and also as black in colour and possessing the 
activity of movement For this experience, no sublat- 
ing cognition is arrived at by any one at any time. 
There is no defect in the instrument of above percep¬ 
tual experience. Hence a cause must be assumed 
toi darkness. And valid verbal cognition victoriusly 
shines in this regard. The sense of sight comprehends 
darkness without the aid of light. And this is on the 
strength of our perception of light (without the aid of 
another light). 

The Nyaya-Vaiiesika school considers darkness to be 
absence of light. To the question as to how darkness is 
perceived as having black colour, and as associated with 
the activity of movement when the light is brought in, the 
Nyaya-Vaiiesika says that such an experience is erroneous. 

Our author argues that an experience can be considered 
as erroneous only when it is sublated at a later stage or 
when it is known that it has arisen from a defective instru¬ 
ment, In the case of the perceptual experience of darkness 
as associated with the above features, no sublating cogni¬ 
tion arises subsequently. Nor is any defect in the instru* 
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ment of perception noticed. Hence it is a valid perceptual 
experience. Darkness, therefore, is a separate substance. 

It might be asked: if it is a separate subatance, tnen 
like other substances such as earth, etc. darkness also 
should be comprehended by the sense of sight aided by 
light. Darkness is perceived without the aid of light. 
Hence it cannot be a substance. 

Our author argues that just as light which is a distinct 
substance is perceived without the aid of any other light, 
in the same way darkness too can be perceived without the 
aid of light. 

Darkness being a substance must have a cause. And 
that cause is set forth in the Veda as the Supreme Lord. 
{Vide u tamah sasarja bhagavdn ,5 ). The Bthaddranyaka text 
(V, vii, 6) speaks of taraas as the body of the Lord. Hence . 
tamas or darkness should be a positive entity like light, and 
not a negative one, namely, absence of light. 

(29) 

m 

Bhumadhikaranam 

In the (text dealing with) bhumavidya, on the 
strength of the word Hu', Brahman designated by the 
term satya is conveyed as distinct from the soul desi¬ 
gnated by the term prana. Hence the designation of 
the term bhuma is the Supreme Lord. In the text 
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esa tu vd agnihotri yah satyam vadati, the force of the 
word ‘tu’ is lost, as by this text we cannot consider 
any other agnihotri. 

The ChSndogya text (VII, 23-24) — "Bhuman is that 
where one sees nothing else, hears nothing else, and 
understands nothing else” is considered in the Bhiimadhikd - 
raija. The doubt arises whether bhuman is the life principle 
— prana, or the Highest Self — Brahman. The purvapaksm 
makes out that it is praiia, for after a series of questions 
about what is greater and greater still, prana is said to be 
the greatest of all and bhuman is said to be prd^ta* He who 
knows prana is said to be an ativadin (VII, 15,4). Ativadin 
is he who asserts that what is meditated upon by him is 
the Highest. 

Our author states that the subsequent text by the word 
tu disproves the above contention. The text is : t$a tu 
ativddi yah satyena ativadati (VI, 16, 1). This text means: 
but ( tu ) he is the ativadin who knows the Truth. The word 
tu conveys the difference between the one who knows prana 
and the one who knows the satya or the Truth. And, it is 
the Truth or Brahman that is the sense of the word bhuman • 

It might be objected: the word tu does not invariably 
convey the difference from what has been said earlier. For 
example, in the text — esa tu vd agnihotri yah satyam vadati , 
the word tu is found. This text means that ah agnihotri 
who is referred to earlier should not utter falsehood. We 
do not distinguish between one agnihotri and another on 
the strength of the word tu and say that the latter should 
not utter falsehood. In the same way, we can state that in 
the present case too the word tu does not convey any 
difference between the one who holds prana to be the 
Highest and the one who holds satya to be the Highest. It 
comes to this: satya means only prana and it is the sense of 
the word bhuman. 
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Our author argues that we do not have two sets of 
agnihotrins in which case a distinction may be made out* 
Hence that word tu in the text e$a tu vd agnihotri, etc*, has 
lost its force. In the present case, we do have two sets of 
ativadins , one holding prdna to be the Highest, and the other 
holding satya to be the Highest. Hence, on the strength 
of the word tu a distinction ia made and we arrive at the 
conclusion that the ativadin who holds satya to be the 
Highest is the true ativddin. 


(30) 

m 

qqcf^qqfq qj qqqjqgffqqi || || 

Daharadhikaranam 

In the other view, there are four kinds of unintel¬ 
ligibility: (1) the usage of the neuter gender word 
would be wrong; (2) the reference to the ether within 
the small lotus is unnecessary; (3) the word tasmin 
has to be related to the word - the small lotus, which 
is placed apart; and, (4) there is the abandonment of 
the injunction regarding meditation upon auspicious 
qualities — the meditation which is desired. In our 
view, there are only two kinds of unintelligi¬ 
bility: (1) the adoption of the ekaSesa compound in 
the case of the word vat; and, (2) the adoption of 
singular number with reference to it. 

5 
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The Chandogya text — at a yad idath brahmapure daharam 
pundarikath ve&ma daharo'smin antarSkaSah , tasmin yadantah tad - 
anve§tavyam (VIII, 1) is discussed in the Daharadhikarana, 

The text means: Now in the city of Brahman (atha 
yad idam brahmapure ), there is the abode (veima) — the small 
lotus (daharam pundarikath) within that (asmin antah), there 
is the small ether (daharah dkd&ah ). So far the interpreta* 
tion of the text by the Advaitins and the Vi£isj;advaitins is 
identical. There is only difference in the interpretation of 
the text — tasmin yad antah tad anvetfavyam. 

The Advaitins say that the word tasmin means ‘in the 
small lotus’} and the word yat means ‘the small ether’. 
This text would, therefore, mean that the small ether 
present in the small lotus must be realised. 

Our author points out four defects in the above 
interpretation! 

1- The word yat is in neuter gender; and, so it can- 
not refer to dahardka&ah which is masculine in gender. 

2. The word tasmin is said to refer to the small lotus. 
Tbis latter sense is conveyed by the expression daharatii 
pundarlkam which is placed apart. Hence the word tasmin 
cannot refer to the small lotus. 

3. The expression tasmin yad antah according to the 
Advaitins, means “that space which exists in the small 
lotus.” This sense has already been conveyed by the 
expression ,, dahard , smin aniarakaiah”. There is no point in 
repeating the same seDse. 

4. There is a subsequent text ,, yah ita dtmdnam anuvidya 
vrajanti etathica satyan kaman ,y (VIII, 6) which states that be 
who departs from here after realising the self associated 
with the characteristics of true desires, etc. became inde 
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pendant in all the worlds, requires an injunction regarding 
the meditation upon the self as associated with the charac* 
teristics, viz, freedom from sin, freedom from old age, 
deathlessness, grieflessness, hungerlessness, thirstlessness, 
possession of desires that come true, purposes which come 
true. 

The interpretation of the Advaitins does not provide 
any room for the above injunction. These are the four 
kinds of unintelligibility in the Advaitin’s interpretation. 

The ViSistadvaitins interpret the text ‘tasmin yad antah 
tad anve$tavyam" thus: 

' tasmin ’ — in the small ether within the small lotus, 
antah (asti) which exists in it, namely, the group of qualities 
mentioned above. These two are referred to by the word 
yat. It is a componnd word and it can be split as yah ca 
yat ca — yat. That is the small ether {yah) and the quality 
{yat). Thus we are to admit ekaiesa-samasa in respect of 
the word yat • This may be considered as a defect. Another 
defect is that if ekaSe§a is admitted, dual or plural number 
would have to be admitted. Here we admit only singular 
number. Barring these two defects, there is no other 
defect, while there are four defects in the Advaitin’s inter¬ 
pretation, 

(31) 


5I^i wmd 
^3 
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Devatadhikaranam 

Just as in the case of men, in the case of Gods 
too there is the possibility of meditation upon the 
Supreme Lord. The gods do experience misery in 
their world and they are possessed of physical body 
and knowledge more accomplished than men. Indeed 
numerous (Vedic) texts which are recommendatory in 
character and hymns in praise of gods are valid like 
injunctive texts as regards the possession of physical 
bodies and knowledge by gods. These texts are free 
from any defect as they are not of human origin. 

The Vedic texts are not of human origin, and so they 
are free from any defect. The recommendatory texts are 
those that praise gods and the hymns in praise of gods 
form part of the Veda and so they are valid like injunctive 
texts. The recommendatory texts and the hymns state 
that the gods possess physical bodies and the knowledge of 
the Supreme Lord. The gods are liable to suffering arising 
from different kinds of pain. They also know that the 
supreme enjoyment is to be found in the highest Lord 
which is not touched even by the trace of imperfection and 
is full of auspicious qualities of the highest perfection. The 
suffering, the possession of physical body, and the know¬ 
ledge of the Supreme Lord enable them to meditate upon 
the Supreme Lord and thereby attain liberation. 

(32) 

fcfafasr cTr^i 
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Here the former one (viz. eulogistic texts) is for 
the purpose of generating an intense desire towai cts 
the performance of what is enjoined in the injunctive 
texts. Therefore the eulogistic text has for its import 
the qualities (of the thing that is enjoined). It is be¬ 
cause its purpose, viz., to praise the sacrifice would be 
unintelligible if it is not intent upon praising the 
qualities. To those who have discriminative knowledge 
there will not arise intense desire towards a sacrifice, 
if it is praised with qualities that do not exist. 

To commend a sacrifice that is prescribed, or a deity 
with reference to whom a particular sacrifice is offered is 
to call attention to the qualities or attributes of the sacri* 
fice or the deity. The chief purpose of commendation is 
to generate an intense desire towards the performance of 
the sacrifice. From this it follows that the qualities which 
are attributed in the process of praising must be really 
present. If they are not so, one would not get intense 
desire to perform that sacrifice. This view is expressed by 
Dramida in his Bhd?ya (on the commentary the Vdkya on 
the Chandogya by Brahmanandin) thus: na asatd stutih 
upapadyate. This has been reconfirmed by Sri Ramanuja in 
his $ribhti$ya as na ca asatd gunma kathiUna prarocand jdyaU. 

(33) 

epqfqci ^ifoqgqfo WWW 

The hymns which are referred subsequently to 
the eulogistic texts help the injunctive texts by means 
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of effecting the knowledge of the sacrifice that is to 
be performed. The hymns are indeed capable of 
helping the injunctive texts by giving rise to the 
knowledge of physical body, etc., of the divine beings. 
No deity can ever come within the range of knowledge 
if it were devoid of physical body. 

The hymns or mantras are intended to give rise to the 
knowledge of the sacrifices that are to be performed and 
that are enjoined by the injunctive texts. And these 
hymns while giving rise to the knowledge of the sacrifice 
give rise to the cognition of the deity with reference to 
which the sacrifice is offered. And in order that the deities 
may come within the range of knowledge arising from the 
hymns they should possess physical bodies. Thus, the 
hymns, too, confirm the possession of physical bodies by 
the gods. 

(34) 

ii H 

In the concluding portions of the Vedas, in the 
sections dealing with the creation of the world consi¬ 
sting of divine beings, human beings, animals and 
immovable objects, physical bodies in respect of 
gods have been clearly made known. Further, care¬ 
fully consider the manner of exposition of the course 
of meditation upon the gods. 

An additional reason is set forth in this verse to sub« 
stantiate the view that the gods possess physical bodies* In 
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the Upanisadic sections of the Vedas, the creation of the 
world is mentioned. Therein the creation of gods is 
mentioned, And the creation of gods implies the possession 
of physical bodies by them. The Bf/iaddranyakopanifad 
(1-3-1) “Gods and demons are two offsprings of Frajap ati. 
Of these two, the gods, are younger and the demons are 
older” for example indicates the possession of bodies by 
the gods. Further there are sections dealing with medita¬ 
tive worship upon the gods. The latter is impossible 
without the knowledge of gods and the knowledge of gods 
would be impossible if they do not possess bodies. This 
view is based upon the text of the Sribhdsya which is as 
follows: 

“dehendriyadimatvam ca brahrnddindnt sakalopanisatsu 
srstiprakaranesu upasanaprakatanesu ca sruyate.” 

(35) 

wr. n ^ n 

By Itihasas, Smrtis, and the Puranas too, which 
are based upon the numerous Vedic texts, physical 
body, etc., have been clearly set forth. Since it is so, 
the group of divine beings desires for liberation which 
is the fruit of meditation. And it possesses knowledge 
of the Supreme Lord, power (to meditate upon him) 
and the sanction of the Sruti text. And thus this 
group of gods has competence to pursue meditation 
upon the Supreme Being. 
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Gods no doubt possess supernatural powers. Yet they 
are devoid of the unconditioned bliss of the God whom 
they seek. Hence it is proper that they pursue meditation 
upon the Supreme Lord which is the means of attaining 
liberation i,e. t to become God-like. 

samar thah — jndna-iakti-idstraasammati^rupa samar thy a- 
trayavdn — Vdtsyavarivasyd commentary. 

(36) 

* rRH q$TRT> I 

faquir ^rnjRoit 

qfiq || ^ || 

Understand the word dkrti to be significative of 
configuration. Indeed we experience and express it 
as pervading every object of the same kind. Nothing 
other than configuration is noticed as pervading every 
object of the same kind. According to the other 
view (viz. that there is generic attribute other than 
configuration) there is the experience and the usage 
of common feature as “this is a generic attribute, this 
is a generic attribute” etc., in the categories such as 
cowness, horseness, etc. (The Nyaya school does not 
admit a common feature as pervading all the generic 
attributes). The same position holds good in our 
view too. 

The question is raised whether words like Indra, etc. 
eonvey the non-eternal individual objects. The answer is 
they do not convey the entities as such but only the con¬ 
figuration {samsthana) which is also termed dkftu The neo¬ 
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school of Purvamimamsa holds the view that it is only a 
generic attribute that is the meaning of a particular word 
and not the configuration. This view, however, is not 
correct, as the word dkfti found in the aphorism of Jaimini 
is taken to mean only configuration. It is only configura¬ 
tion that is perceived as being present in all the objects 
of the same kind* Apart from the configuration we do not 
find a category known as jdti or generic attribute. The 
Nyaya school, however, argues that there is a common 
feature known as cowness which is eternal one and which 
is different from configuration and which inheres in each 
object through the relation known as samavdya . It further 
argueB that if a generic attribute is not admitted over and 
above each and every cow and as distinct from the confi- 
guaration of a cow which is different in each and every 
corresponding verbal expression of one common feature 
present in all the cows. Thus the Nyaya school makes out 
a case for admitting a generic attribute as distinct from 
configuration. 


Our author controverts the above view by saying that 
generic attributes like cowness, horseness, etc. are cognised 
and designated individually as “this is a generic attribute, 
this is a generic atribute” etc. The Nyaya school is not 
prepared to admit a specific generic attribute as pervading 
all the above generic attributes to account for the uniform 
experience and the expression in the form “this is a generic 
attribute” etc. It is because if one admits a generic 
attribute as pervading all other generic attributes, then the 
former one being a generic attribute falls under the latter. 
So, grouping all the generic attributes along with this new 
one, a fresh generic attribute must be admitted. Thus we 
are led to the fallacy of infinite regress ( anavasthd ). Hence, 
apart from the configuration, a generic attribute need not 
be admitted. And it is the configuration that is the mean* 
ing of the word Indra. 


6 
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(37) 

W 'JJJl? qi 

HI ^I%H^tqqiH I 
jfWfcjgtrl^feqqHt qt qjq 

qsq TT=n%qHi H: || ^ 

Let it be accepted that a feature which is one, 
which persists in every object of the same kind, which 
pervades every individual which is different from con 
figuration, which has neither a beginning nor an end 
is a generic attribute. Otherwise, how could the 
pervasive cognition and the (corresponding) usage 
cow , ‘cow 7 etc., become intelligible? Moreover, for 
us (who are not omniscient beings) how could there 
arise the cognition of the significative relation between 
the words cow, etc., and innumerable objects. 

The Naiyayika makes out a case for accepting a jatu 
There is the pervasive cognition and corresponding expres¬ 
sion in the form ‘this is cow, this is cow 7 in respect of all 
cows* In order to justify this position we should admit a 
common feature, viz, f cowness, as present in all the cows 
enabling us to have the cognition ‘this is cow 7 , and the 
verbal usage ‘this is cow 7 . And the significative relation of 
the word ‘cow 7 to the attribute cowness is easier as cow* 
ness is one. It is difficult to comprehend the significative 
relation of the word ‘cow 7 to the individual object of‘cow 7 
because we have to admit numerous significative powers for 
the word cow, because cows are many. 

This common feature is technically termed jdti 9 it is 
one. It has neither a beginnsng nor an end. And it exist! 
by pervading in each and every object of the same kind* 


Configuration cannot assume the role of a common feature* 
It is because it varies in respect of each and every object. 

(38) 

m sr: Scfri: fonfa htchi^htci^- 

^ 'N 

^WT3frl5q5|^Tf5raq clfe cIIS$p% | 

STlfNi^ || 

We reply thus to the prima facie view: do we 
find any entity such as cowness which is the content of 
the verbal usage “this is cow, this is cow 71 etc. other 
than the configuration (viz.) possession of dew-lap etc? 
What is perceptually seen is the possession of dew-lap 
only, as the pervading feature? Do you, who admit a 
universal (subscribe to a universal) pervading cowness, 
sheepness, horseness, etc., as there is the pervading 
cognition “this is a universal, this is a universal 77 ? 

The ViSistadvaita school argues that the pervasive 
cognition “this is cow, this is eow 77 etc, does not imply 
the existence of a universal, viz** cowness. The above 
cognition can be explained by making a reference to the 
common feature, viz** possession of dew-lap. This means 
that it is the configuration that acounts for the pervasive 
cognition “this is cow, this is cow 77 , etc. In fact it alone 
comes within the range of perception too. 

If the Nyaya school insists in admitting a universal other 
than configuration to account for the pervasive cognition, 
then our author states that a universal must be admitted 
by the PJyaya school, to account for the pervasive cognition 
in the form “this is a universal, this is a universal 77 in res- 
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pect of cowness, horseness, etc* The Nyaya school, how¬ 
ever, does not admit a universal pervading all generic attri¬ 
butes like cowness, horseness, etc. Udayana, in his com¬ 
mentary, the Kirandvali frames the criteria for not admitting 
certain features as universals and for not admitting univer¬ 
sal for certain categories. His text runs as follows: 

vyakterabhdah tulyatvarh sankarah arihaanavasthitih 

rupahanih asambandhah jdtibddhakasangrahah 

This text means: (1) the feature akaiatva cannot be consi* 
dered to be a universal. It is because it is present only in 
one object, viz., dkd&a . (2) Ghatatva and kalaiatva are not 

two different substrata. (3) According to the Nyaya school 
earth water, fire, air and space (or ether) are known as 
bhutas t uu they possess specific qualities that are compre¬ 
hended by external sesnes. Earth, water, fire, air and 
mind are characterised as mUrtas i.e. t those which possess 
activity. Now bhutatva is the common feature present in all 
bhutas and mUrtatva in all the murtas . Now mUrtatva exists 
in the mind wherein bhutatva does not exist. In the same 
way bhutatva exists in dkd&a wherein murtatva does not exist. 
Thi 9 may lead us to suppose that bhutatva and mUrtatva are 
contrary features. And these two co-exist in earth, water, 
fire, and air. The Naiyayika argues that since the contrary 
features co-exist they are exposed to the fault of sankara 
and so neither of the two i9 a universal. (4) There is the 
pervasive cognition in respect of cowness, horseness, etc, 
in the form “this is a jdti, this is a jdti" etc. If we aidmit 
another universal (say) .X as present in all the universals like 
cowness, horseness, etc., then X also being a universal must 
be grouped along with the other universals such as cowness, 
etc. Now there is a pervasive cognition that cowness, hor¬ 
seness, X, etc. are universals- We must admit another 
universal — say Y, pervading the other universals cowness, 
horseness, X, etc* This universal Y also is to be treated 
like Xand this will land ourselves in the fallacy of infinim 
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regress, So the final position of the Nyaya school is that 
there is no jdti (universal) for the universals. (5) ViSesa fs 
a separate category according to the Nyaya-Vattesika. It 
it admitted to distinguish eternal substances like atoms, 
space, time, quarters, self and mind from each other. It is 
defined to be different from universal, free from a universal 
and is related through the relation known as samavdya to an 
eternal substance. If we admit a universal for vise§a 9 then 
its essential nature, namely, that it is free from sdmdnya or 
jdti would be lost. Hence vUe§a does not possess a jdti* 
(6) Samavdya and abhdva are the two categories admitted by 
the Nyaya-Vai^esikas. Neither of the two is related to 
some other factor through the relation known a9 samavdya , 
nor is there any factor present in the two through the rela¬ 
tion known as samavdya . Hence samavdya and abhdva do not 
possess a universal. 

The point that is of importance for us is the one set 
forth in item 4. The ViSistadvaita argues that the Nyaya- 
VaiSesika does not uniformly subscribe to the view that to 
account for the pervasive cognition a universal must be 
admitted. In the same way to account for the pervasive 
cognition “this is cow, this is cow”, etc., a universal viz* t 
cowness need not be admitted. And the pervasive cogn - 
tlon can be explained by making a reference to the configu¬ 
ration itself which is an object of perception. 

( 39 ) 
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The words jati or samanya refers to configuration 
which is accepted by both of us (the Visfi3tadvaita and 
the Nyaya-Vaisfe^ika). Jati (as distinct from con¬ 
figuration ) is not perceived. It need not be assumed; 
for, the pervasive cognition (this is cow, etc.) can be 
explained otherwise. This view is proper. The con¬ 
figuration is distinct in each individual (cow). But 
on account of close similarity between one configura¬ 
tion and another it serves as the cause of pervasive 
cognition (this is cow, this is cow, etc.) and the corres¬ 
ponding usage. This is similar to the viewpoint of 
Nyaya-Vaisfesika that the configuration manifests jati 
or the universal. 

The concept of jati or universal is rejected in this verse 
too on a different ground. In the first place, jati or univer¬ 
sal does not come within the range of perception. It might 
be said that it can be assumed on the ground that it 
accounts for the usage and the corresponding expression 
‘this is cow’, ‘this is cow*, etc. The Vi£istadvaita argues 
that the above experience and the expression would hold 
good by referring to configuration itself and it is not neces¬ 
sary to admit jati . It might be argued that configuration 
is distinct in each and every object (say) cow. Jati (cow- 
ness), on the other hand, is the same in all cows. Hence 
the above experience and expression can be maintained on 
the basis of jati which is uniform and not on the basis of 
configuration which is distinct in each and every object. 
Vi£istadvaita argues that although configuration is distinct 
in each and every object yet there is close similarity among 
them and hence it can account for the usage and experience 
(this is cow, ‘this is cow* etc.) The ViSistadvaitins proceed 
to say that a similar position must be admitted by the 
Ny&ya-VaiSesika too. According to the Ny&ya-Vai£esika 
school, jati or universal is perceived on the basis of confi¬ 
gurations which are different. Here the Nyaya-Vai§esika 
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has to say that although each configuration is different, 
yet since there is similarity among them, they manifest 
jati In the same way, although the configurations are 
different yet since they are similar to each other they 
account for the usage and the experience referred to above. 

(40) 

S3 

etot sMtft 

Indeed in the other school (that is, the Nyaya 
school) the absence of the negation is the object it¬ 
self (which is a positive entity). Tell me, why it can’t 
be admitted that the negation of pot is also a positive 
entity. The annihilative negation of pot is indeed the 
state of being the pot-sherd. (In the same way) the 
other negation (viz- antecedent negation) is the state 
of being a lump of clay. Nothing else apart from 
these is perceived therein. 

In the Sribhasya it is stated that the object is associa¬ 
ted with difference which is a kind of negation and which 
is of the nature of universal that is identical with configu¬ 
ration that comes within the raDge of perception. 

“atah vastusamsthanariipajatyadilaksana- 

bhedavisistavi?ayameva pratyaksam” (1-1-1). 

From this statement, it is known that jati or universal 
is nothing but configuration of an object and it is this 
universal that is bheda or mutual negation. The view that 
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the universal is identical with the configuration is emphasi¬ 
sed by Sri Ramanuja in the Sribhdsya text (1-1-1) beginning 
with the words “ samsthdndtirekinah ” etc. The view that 
jdti itself is mutual negation is stressed by him, in his Bhd§ya 
text. 

“jdtigrahdntnaiva bhinnaiti vyavahdrasambhavdt" (1-1-1). 

From this it follows that bheda or mutual negation 
which is one of the four varieties of abhdva is considered to 
be a positive entity. Our author suggests that the other 
three kinds of abhdvas too can be considered as positive 
entities. 

It should be added here that the Nyaya Vai§esika 
classifies abhdva into four: (1) antecedent negation {prdga* 
bhdva) (2) annihilative negation ( pradhvamsabhdva ) (3) 

absolute negation (atyantdbhdva) 9 (4) mutual negation 

(-anyonydbhdva ). The first three are grouped together and 
are technically termed samsargdbhdva* Thus abhdva is 
broadly classified into two viz., samsargdbhdva and anyonyd¬ 
bhdva . It is stated in the Karikdvali thus: abhdvastu dvidhd 
samsarga nyonydbhdva-bhedatah . 

Sri Ramanuja is of the view that mutual negation or 
difference that exists in cloth from pot can be considered to 
be identical with the state of being a cloth ( patatva ). The 
latter as has been explained earlier is nothing but configu- 
ration of the cloth itself. The configuration of cloth which 
is thus identical with mutual negation is, however, a posi¬ 
tive entity. It comes to this that mutual negation which 
is admitted to be one of the varieties of abhdva can be treat¬ 
ed as a positive entity* Our author says that this explana* 
tion can be extended to samsargdbhdva also, that is to say, 
that the three kinds of negation which form one unit, viz. 
samsargdbhdva are only positive entities. The absolute nega¬ 
tion of pot is of the nature of the existence of the colour 
of bare floor. The annihilative negation of pot is of the 
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nature of potsherd and the antecedent negation is identical 
with the state of being a lump of clay. Thus the three 
kinds of abhdva which are known as samsargdbhdva can be 
treated as positive entities. 

Our author argues that the Naiyayika also has to sub¬ 
scribe to the above view. According to him, the negation 
of the negation of the pot ( ghatdbkdvdbhdva ), although a 
negation, is identical with pot which is a positive entity. 
He does not treat it to be a separate negation. For in that 
case, the negation of "the negation of the negation of the 
pot” {ghatdbhdvdbhdvdbhdva) must be admitted to be a dis¬ 
tinct. abhdva . This cannot be admitted in view of the fact 
that such an admission could lead to infinite regress . 

Our author argues that since Naiyayika also has to sub¬ 
scribe to the view that the negation of the negation of the 
positive entity — pot, there is no reason why it should not 
be held that the negation of the pot is also a positive 
entity. 

(41) 

flW*TT5R5i gfaqt *TIcrqef 

WRi: I 

Wise men conssder non-existence to be positive 
in nature. They view absolute non-existence to be of 
the nature of the colour for some aspect of the floor). 
The place which is different from the floor that con¬ 
sists of a pot is non-existence of a pot. In the other 
school (Nyaya-Vais'egika) a house or a court-yard con- 
7 
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ditioned by the time whereirTthe floor is devoid of pot 
is admitted to be the substratum of pot. In our view 
too, the colour etc., of the floor is absence of pot. 
Apart from this, we do not find anything extraneous 
as absence. 

According to the ViSistadvaitins absence of pot is not the 
bare floor itself as in the Prabhakara school of Mimariua* 
If the bare floor itself is identical with the absence of pot, 
then the expression “in the floor there is absence of pot” 
which involves difference between the floor and the absence 
of pot would not hold good. To obviate this difficulty, the 
ViSistadvaita school holds that absolute non-existence of 
pot is not bare floor but is only the colour or some other 
aspect of the floor. The colour or some other aspect of the 
floor exists on the floor. Hence there is the usage ‘the 
colour is on the floor* or ‘the colour of the floor* involving 
difference between the floor and the colour. Now accord¬ 
ing to the ViSistadvaita it is the colour of the floor that is 
identified with the absolute non-existence of the pot. 
Hence there could ;be the valid usage that absolute non¬ 
existence of the pot is on the floor. 

It might be asked that since absolute non-existence of 
pot is eternal, there will be the valid perceptual knowledge 
of the absence of the pot on the floor, even when a pot is 
existing. The objection is answered by making a reference 
to the Nyaya-VaiSesika position. The latter too holds that 
absolute non-existence is eternal. The question naturally 
arises as to why there should not arise the valid perceptual 
knowledge of the absence of pot even when a pot exists. 
To this Nyaya-Vai£esika replies that although the absence 
of pot is eternally present on the floor, yet what gives rise 
to the valid perceptual knowledge of the absence of pot is 
not the floor as such, but the floor conditioned by the 
particular time when pot is not present. In the same way, 
the ViSistadvaitin says that although the absence of pot is 
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eternally present in the colour of the floor yet it is only 
that colour of the floor conditioned by the particular time 
when pot is not present that answers for the valid percep- 
tual cognition of the absence of pot. Thus the Vi$ ?tad- 
vaitin reduces the category abhdva to a positive entity. 
Antecedent negation of pot is nothing but the material 
cause — clay. Annihilative negation is nothing but pot¬ 
sherds. Mutual negation between the cloth and a pot is 
only clothness which is nothing but the configuration of a 
cloth. Absolute non.existence is nothing but the colour or 
some aspect of the floor. Vide : 

prdbhdkaramate adhikaranasyaiva abhdvatvdngikarat 
bhutale ghato mstili adhdrddheyapratiteh bhrdntitvam. 
asmakamtu bhutal&divftti-TUpidyutnuikcisyci ghatdbhdve 
abhyupagamdt tat ptattieh pramatvam {Ratna-sdrini p. 63). 

(42) 

^ 

O Lord ! You have entered into the sentient and 
insentient beings after having created them. There¬ 
by you are spoken of in the Upamgadic text (Tatitiriya) 
as of the nature of the world. The Chandogyopanisad 
in the section entitled 6andilya-vidya) speaks of the 
entire world to be Your body, on the ground that it 
arises from the Lord, lapses into Him, (and is sustain¬ 
ed by Him). By this, the schools which consider the 
import of the Upanisadic text to be identity of Jiva 
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and Brahman have been rejected. The view that 
there is difference-cum-identity between Brahman and 
Jtva } and the view that there is real identity between 
Brahman and Jiva and superimposed identity between 
Brahman and the world are also rejected. 

It has been said earlier that there is no category like 
jdti or universal apart from the configuration. Since the 
configuration of an object is inseparable from the object, 
word employed to convey the configuration would definitely 
convey the object too which is inseparable, from the confix 
guration. From this it follows that since every object of 
the world remains inseparable with the supreme Lord, any 
word employed to convey an object would invariably refer 
to the Supreme Lord. 

The Advaitins argue that since sentient beings are 
identical with Brahman and non-sentient beings as they are 
non-real are not different from Brahman, Brahman is 
absolute. ViSistadvaita, however, argues that since the 
sentient and insentient beings remain inseparable with the 
supreme Lord and since the supreme Lord is the soul of all 
beings, any word employed to refer to a sentient or insen¬ 
tient object would necessarily point to the Supreme Lord. 

(43) 

*\ 

for: flJTcTi: II II 

The word arunaya present in the text that conveys 
the substance — one year old calf, merely conveys the 
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colour-redness. Words ending with karaka-vibhakti 
do not undergo mutual relation. Hence the word — one 
year old calf, is not directly related to redness, but only 
indirectly. Thus has been commented by Prabhakara 
in the arunddhikarana. 

It is said that every word (say, soul) conveys the supreme 
Lord having the soul as His body. This amounts to saying 
that the meaning of a word is a complex entity. It is 
objected that this position is contradictory to the maxim 
arrived at in the arunddhikarana ( PUrvamimamsa-sutra : III, i, 
12). This section discusses the import of the sentence- 
arunaya pihgak?yd ekahayanya. somam krinati (Buy the Soma 
creeper by means of red-coloured, tawny-eyed and one 
year-old calf). Here since the red colour is conveyed by 
the word having instrumental suffix, it is the means of pur¬ 
chasing the soma creeper. But as the red colour is an 
immaterial quality, it cannot serve as a means, and hence 
it is indirectly related to the sense of purchasing through its 
being a determining characteristic of the substance calf. 

From the above it follows that a word does not con¬ 
vey a complex factor as its sense. If it were so, the word 
arund would convey the calf as associated with redness* 
And this would easily be related to the sense of purchasing. 
The very fact that the Piirvamimamsa school accepts that 
the word aruyd is related to the sense of purchasing through 
its being a determining characteristic of the substance 
‘calf’ shows that the meaning of the word aruyd is merely 

the quality — redness and not the complex entity_calf as 

associated with redness. In the same way, the word 'soul’ 
would convey only the sense of soul and not the Supreme 
Lord having the soul as His body. Hence the ViSistadvai- 
tin’s assertion that every word conveys the Supreme Lord as 
having tbe particular object is wrong. 
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(44) 

SD 

qftqf^ fagqi n «« 11 

The interpretation of the Arunddhikarana in the 
Sribkasya by Sri Ramanuja is taken to be appro¬ 
priate. The other interpretation (by the Mlmamsakas) 
is not proper. And, this would become clear in the 
assembly of scholars. 

(45) 

sqi%sfq ^ 

srf^i Ifeigq qR^fr% l 

fewfetsife hhfN q 
fei^qi hi fNN^rcqHsRm ii ii 

Although the substance ‘one year old calf’ is re¬ 
ferred to in the sentence ( arunayd ), etc.), yet, since 
there is not the usage of dissimilar case-endings, the 
complex entity (namely, the substance as associated 
with red colour) becomes the content of the verbal 
cognition from the word aruna on the basis of the 
maxim arrived at in the dkrtyadhikarana. The similar 
case endings of the words ( aruna and ekahdyani) convey 
the identity of the substantive feature of their senses. 
The case-ending has three aspects. Just as it conveys 
the sense of number, in the same way it conveys the 
sense ofkdraka, too. 
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A case-ending has three aspects: vacana-vibhakti, kdraka- 
vibhakti , and sam&na-oibhakti. By the first one, it conveys 
the sense of number and is related to the sense of prakrti 
(aruna). By the third one, it conveys the identity of its 
sense with the other sense of the word having similar case* 
ending. By the second one, it is related to the sense of 
purchasing the soma creeper. 

(46-48) 

m q^Tifewn 

cisitq^ clfitSTO? 

cTcr: q'flt II W 

qn: 

^flcF^ H Q<*i: ^1 H ^ ffc I 

sg^iRq g^^qi h 

H ^ %1 S1RM W || «« || 

In the initial stage the individual soul, on the 
basis of the independence bestowed upon him, by the 
Lord has the knowledge of the material cause of an 
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effect, desire to have the effect, and the mental resolve 
to produce the effect. Herein as regards the first act, 
the Lord neither prevents the soul nor permits him to 
act. But in regard to the second and the successive 
activities the Lord is the dispenser of the fruit of the 
activities either sinful or meritorious in the form of 
good or bad fruits. 

The Supreme Lord on the basis of his unimpeded 
independence does not prevent the soul from commit¬ 
ting interdicted action in the initial stage. He, how¬ 
ever, directs him to perform the second and the 
successive acts in accordance with (the latent impres¬ 
sions arising out of) his past act. This does not con¬ 
stitute any defect on the part of the Lord. On the 
other hand, it constitutes glory to Him. It is because 
the Upanisads declare to be so. (In ordinary experi¬ 
ence too), it is noticed that inflicting punishment upon 
the foes is considered to be a virtue and not a defect 
(on the part of the kings). If the supreme Lord were 
not admitted then independence which is a quality 
would not have a substratum. If the Lord were 
admitted (on the basis of the Upanisads) then indepen¬ 
dence too should be admitted (as present in Isfvara 
because the Upanisads declare so). 

When the individual soul refrains from commit¬ 
ting interdicted actions, the Lord along with Goddess 
Laksml overlooks his innumerable demerits accumu¬ 
lated in his numerous previous lives and helps him to 
attain infinite bliss. The group of qualities preceded 
by compassion on the part of the Lord shines forth in 
an unimpeded manner. 
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The Upanisadic text “He who himself dwelling in Jiva 
controls it from within” (Brhadaranyaka 5-7-22), “He makes 
those whom He wishes to the higher world do good deeds,” 
(KaU 3-9) and the like speak of God as directing thej’izw 
to act. Here there arises the following question: If iSvara 
were admitted to direct the j'ira to act, then he will be sub¬ 
ject to partiality and cruelty. We observe that some jivas 
perform good deeds and some other bad deeds. If ISvara 
were held to be directing a jiva to act, then it implies 
partiality and a resulting inclination in favour of some 
jivas and against some jivas . Moreover, if l£vara directs a 
jiva to commit interdicted actions which result in the ex¬ 
perience of misery, then He is cruel, that is, He has positive 
pleasure in inflicting misery upon the jivas. 

The above objection is answered by the ViSiftadvaitin 
as follows: The Upanisads affirm unimpeded independence 
On the part of iSvara. He allows the jivas to act according 
to their free-will in the first stage. Then depending upon 
the merit or the demerit of the individual soul, the Lord 
dispenses the fruits of those actions and makes him perform 
good or bad acts as the case may be. 

Herein lies the question of free-will and determinism. 
Actions performed have a two-fold effect: 1. Merit or 
demerit. 2. Latent impressions. The former will defini¬ 
tely yield forth its fruits. The latter makes ODe perform 
good or bad actions. The individual soul has freedom to 
check the bad latent impressions and thereby committing 
interdicted actions. If he performs good deeds, then God 
is pleased thereby and helps him to attain infinite bliss that 
is liberation. 

( 49 ) 

8 
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3fqi- 

55$jpirai?Mi ii n 

According to Advaita which advocates the doct¬ 
rine of maya , the Upanisadic texts which speak of the 
world characterised by duality have for their content 
non-real object. The texts whose words are in co¬ 
ordinate relation to each other are to be interpreted 
in a secondary manner. Further the texts which re¬ 
concile the apparent contradiction between the texts 
that convey duality and the texts that convey identity 
are abandoned fully. Moreover perceptual cognition, 
etc., which point to determinate objects should be 
abandoned. There is contradiction to logical reason¬ 
ing in an abundant measure. In the system of Sri 
Ramanuja, however, everything holds good. 


(50) 

^ |d Slftre f| 

3TCIH 5 ^ : srawi 

^^IcT^ II H® II 

(The Advaitins contend:) “The Upanisadic texts 
do not convey difference. It is because it is well- 
known in ordinary experience. On the other hand, 
non-duality or identity is not known through any 
other source. Hence let identity be accepted, as the 
import of the Upanigads. A text is significant only in 
respect of that sense which is not known through any 


MAYXVXDINIRASAPRAKARANAM 


59 


other sense”. This is a futile attempt (on the part of 
Advaitins). It is because the content of the import of 
Upanigadic text is well-known as something different 
from what is known in ordinary experience like iden¬ 
tity as admitted by you. 

Our author states that although difference between pot 
and cloth is well-known in ordinary experience, yet, differ¬ 
ence between the Lord and the soul in the form that the 
Lord it the Controller and the jiva is the controlled is not 
knownt And it is this difference not known through any 
other source that is conveyed by the scripture. 

Advaitins also have to subscribe to a similar position. 
Identity of the meanings of words 'this’ and 'Devadatta’ in 
the expression 'This is that Devadatta’ is known in ordinary 
experience, and hence it need not be conveyed by the Sruti. 
Advaitins would say that it is the identity between the true 
nature of jiva and that of Hvara which is not known through 
any other source that is conveyed by the scripture. 

(51) 

sijl <ra i 

qflrfiqi raqrftalT& ^ *1?: ejz: II ^ II 

The Svetdfvatara text in the words “eko bahunam" 
speaks of the multiplicity of the individual souls. Like 
the Vedic text which enjoins the substance purodaSa 
as qualified by its relation to eight kapalas and to the 
deity—fire, the above text speaks of the soul to be 
many and eternal. How are we to know excepting 
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through the scripture the eternity and the multiplicity 
of the souls and also clear difference between the soul 
and God that the former is inward and the latter is 
external in the state of liberation. 

(52) 

vo 

SlfNlSN^^I 3^: II ^ II 

What satisfactory answer could the Advaitin give 
to the question as to whether in every group of words 
having co-ordinate relation what is signified by one 
word is different from what is signified by the other 
or not different from that? If the Advaitin says that 
the meaning of the two words do not differ, then one 
of the two words need not be employed at all. If 
they differ, then the opponent's criticism would apply 
to himself. 

The Advaitins argue that the Upanisadic texts such as 
tattvamasi consist of words having similar case-endings and 
they are placed side by side to each other. Hence they 
intend conveying the identity of their meanings. The 
primary meaning of tat is God who is an omniscient Being. 
The primary meaning of tvam is jlva who is an ignorant 
one. Any identity between the two is an impossibility on 
account of the opposing attributes present in each of the 
two. Hence the Advaitins suggest that it is not the primary 
meanings that are considered to be identical. The words 
through aecondary signification known as jahadajahallak§aw& 
leave out the adjectival features present in their primary 
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meanings and convey the substantive feature that is pure 
consciousness only. Now the secondary meaning of tat and' 
tvam is consciousness only and hence identity is possible. 
Thus the Advaitins say that in order to maintain the co-ordi¬ 
nate relation between two words lah$ana (secondary signi¬ 
fication) must be resorted to. If it is not resorted to, then 
identity is not possible. If identity is not conveyed, then 
coordinate relation is meaningless. 

The Viiistadavaita rejects the above position thus: the 
question is asked as to whether the meanings of the two 
words are identical or different* If the first alternative is 
held then it is argued that one word is enough and another 
word is totally unnecessary. To get over this difficulty if 
the Advaitins say that the meangings of the two words are 
different, then according to them the text does not 
convey the sense of identity as such and the co-ordinate 
relation between the words stand contradicted. 

(53) 

3: II ^ II 

Some, however, say thus: the subject of discussion 
viz-, the world is non-real on the ground that it is an 
object of knowledge, on the basis of the illustrative 
example of silver superimposed upon a shell. In res¬ 
pect of this inferential argument we shall state thus: 
This inferential argument is stultified by the proof that 
comprehends the subject (of inference). Moreover the 
fallacy of upadhi set forth in the aphorism is also clear. 
Further the ground of inference lacks correspondence. 
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The Advaitins hold that Brahman alone is the reality 
and the world of objects presented in cognition is not real. 
This they prove on the basis of inference which is as 
follows: The world of objects is non-real, because it comes 
within the range of knowledge, like the shell-silver. The 
illustrative example here is shell-silver. It is an object of 
knowledge. It is non*real because it is sublated by the 
cognition in the form 44 this is not silver.” 

In the same way the world of objects is perceived and 
it is said in the Upanisads that it is sublated by the know¬ 
ledge of Brahman. Hence the world of objects is non-real. 

The Vi£istadvaitins reject the above position on the 
following grounds: The above inferential argument is 
vitiated by the fallacy known as badha. The inferential 
argument “Fire is cool, because it is a paddrtha ” is held to 
be vitiated by the fallacy badha . That is, the absence of 
the thing [viz. Coolness) that is sought to be established is 
known in fire through another pramdna 9 viz • perception. 

In the same way, in the present inferential argument 
too, the subject of inference viz • the world, is known as 
real* That is, perception which gives us the knowledge of 
the objects of the world shows the objects to be sat only. 
Perception is always of the form u ghatah san , patahsan ” (the 
pot is real, the cloth is real) etc. We require the 
knowledge of the subject of inference. Otherwise inferen¬ 
tial argument itself could be an impossibility. Here the 
pak§a or the subject of inference is the world of objects. It 
is the dharmu The proof that gives us the knowledge of 
dharmi {dharmigrahakamana) is perception. The latter while 
giving rise to the knowledge of the world of objects gives 
us the knowledge that it is real. Hence by perception it is 
known that the subject of inference, viz^ the world of 
objects is known to be associated with the absence of 
sddhya* Hence this inferential argument which seeks 


MAYAV ADINIR ASA-PRAKARAflAM 


63 


to prove the non-reality of the world is vitiated by the fall¬ 
acy known as badha. 

The second defect as regards the Advaitin’s inferential 
argument is that it is vitiated by upddhi . Upddhi is a 
characteristic feature which is present in every substratum 
where sddhya or the thing that is sought to be established is 
present. And, it is not present in every substratum where 
the ground of inference or hetu is present. In the present 
inferential argument sublatability (bddhitatva) is the upadhu 
It is present in every substratum where the $ddhya t viz* 
non-reality is present. It is not present in every substra¬ 
tum where the hetu or the ground of inference is present. 
For example the hetu viz* t object of knowledge is present 
according to the ViSistadvaita in God, but sublatability is 
not present therein. Hence sublatability or bddhitatva 
is an upddhi . It is co-present with sddhya and not so 
with the hetu . This suggests that there is no invariable 
co-existence between the hetu and sddhya . The fallacy of 
updphi is indicated by the author of the Brahmasutras in the 
aphorism tt vaidharmydccha na svapnadivat This aphorism is 
intended to reject the Yogacara view that the world of 
objects is non-real. The Yogacara school says that every 
cognition has an unreal object as its content, because it is 
a knowledge like the knowledge of the dream objects. This 
the author of the Brahmasutra rejects by saying that the 
object of the dream cognition is non-real because it is 
sublated subsequently^ This is not the case with the 
cognition of the objects at the waking state. It is impor* 
tant to note here that the criterion of non-reality is sublata¬ 
bility, It serves as an upddhi in this inferential argument 
ultimately preventing the rise of the knowledge of invaria¬ 
ble relation between the hetu and the sddhya 9 that is, dfiyatva 
and mithyatva* 

The third ground on the basis of which the inferential 
argument of the Advaitins is rejected by our author is as 
follows: 
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The hetu — driyatoa is not invariably related to the 
sadkya viz., milhyalva. It is because, it is related to sSdhyS- 
bhiioa also. Here sadhy&bh&va is satyatva or reality. We can 
have the invariable relation “Whenever there is df&yatva, 
that is in God, we have mitkyatavabh&va , that is, satyatva 
That is the hetu is associated with sddhydbhdva too. This 
means that it lacks correspondence. On me above three 
grounds, the Vi^istadvaita considers the Advaitin*s argu* 
mem to be false, 

( 54 ) 

If: SW39I H^fcT f| air I 

WlN =3 qq^og^H^JcRcl Pr^TT || || 

If reality which is sought to be established (on 
the basis of inference) in respect of the world were 
non-real, then indeed the world is real and the ground 
of inference seeks to establish what has already been 
established. If non-reality were real, then, there will 
be loss to the spirit of Advaita. If, however, it is said 
that non-reality is reduced to the substratum, that is, 
Brahman, then also the ground of inference establishes 
what is already established. Thus your inferential 
argument to prove the non-reality of the world is fully 
rejected. 

On the basis of the inferential argument “The world is 
non-real because it is an object of knowledge” the Advaitins 
seek to establish the non-reality of the world. It is asked at 
to whether the non-reality which is lought to be established 
through inference is real or non-real. If it were real, then 
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there would be two realities, vi z . Brahman and the non-Vea- 
luy. Thus there would be loss to the spirit of Advaita. 

* 'ij - Wfre ® t * rn ‘ ttefI tbat non-reality is non-real 
hen the world is real and the inference in the final analy- 

s seeks to establish the reality or the world. The latter is, 
however.knownalready and so the inference suffers from 

Th S 6 ' ° f Seek ! Dg t0 C8tablish wha * is already known. 
The Advaitins mtght say that the non-reality is only super¬ 
imposed upon Brahman and when the knowledge of Brah- 

To a irr‘v i S + rC , dUMdt ° itS 8ubstratu ™ Z Brahman 
To this, the Vilistadvaitin says that in that case the in¬ 
ference seeks to establish only Brahman which is always 
existent, and thus it again suffers from the fallacy of 
seeking to establish what is already known. 

(55) 

f| Riq: 33 || || 

Whatisprodaimed in the Vijnanavada school of 
Buddhism, viz., that everything different from cons¬ 
ciousness is non-real, that position has been adopted 
by the expounders of the maya doctrine - who do not 
know the import of scriptures and the teachings of 
the pramanas which are aided by reasoning, _ to <Hve 
it a status that it is based upon the Upanisads. Every 
pramdna aided by reasoning rejects Advaitin's view. 

Vijnanavada is one of the four schools of Buddhism, 

,p K ” 7 8tem ' ever Y thiD 8 ~ viz. means of know- 
ledge (Pramana), knower {Pramdtd), object of knowledge 

y 
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(Prameya) and knowledge ( Pramiti ) — is only the appearance 
of consciousness. And each one of the above factors is non - 
realj The Advaitins also affirm that Brahman Is conscious¬ 
ness and it alone is real. Everything apart from it is non- 
real. The ViSistadvaita, therefore, says that the viewpoints 
of Vijnanavada have been fully adopted by the Advaitins, 
who, however, has given it a Upanisadic background. 

(56) 

tofosr ^ q*5| fiiqt 
*nqien%TcRq 

*T35&fq ^ faq: qsfa^s^qidl II W II 

If it be said that there is difference between the 
viewpoint of those who advocate the doctrine of illu¬ 
sion and that of (Yogacara school of) Buddhism in this 
that knowledge according to one school (that is the 
Yogacara) is manifold and momentary, while accord¬ 
ing to the other school (that is, of Advaita) it is one 
and eternal, then it is not sound. It is because accor¬ 
ding to the two schools manifoldness and momenteri- 
ness, and oneness and eternity are not real characteris¬ 
tics of knowledge; they constitute the essential nature 
of knowledge. 

When it is said that there is no difference between the 
viewpoint of Yogacara and that of Advaita, it is contended 
by the Advaitins that there is a notable difference between 
the two systems. According to the Yogacara, cognition or 
knowledge is manifold and momentary. According to 
the Advaita, however, it is one and eternal# The difference 
clearly distinguishes one school from the other. 
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The Vi&stadvaita rejects the above contention thus: 
The above contention would hold good provided momen¬ 
tariness, manifoldness, etc., constitute the real attributes of 
cognition. If it were admitted that they are real attributes, 
then cognition could not be indeterminate in character. 
For the Yogacara and Advaitin, according to which cogni* 
tion or knowledge which is the ultimate reality is not an 
object of knowledge, manifoldness, cte<, cannot be its 
attributes. They must be held to be of the nature of the 
knowledge itself. And in regard to knowledge as such, no 
distinction could be made. Hence Advaita is exposed to 
the fault of being identical with the Yogacara school of 
Buddhism. 


(57) 

bereft mm i 

srcKqifqqiqi 

In order to obviate the fallacy of infinite regress in 
the case of non-real avidya, four alternatives are 
suggested, viz-'- that avidya as such is beginningless; it 
brings about the superimposition of other objects as 
well as itself; it is incompatible; and there is the con¬ 
tinuity of avidyas of the same kind. These four alter¬ 
natives are clearly applicable to the view that the 
substratum of superimposition also is an absolute 
nothing. 

In the earlier verse it has been pointed out that 
Advaita Vedanta is identical with the Yogacara school of 
Buddhismt In this verse it is pointed out that it is identi- 
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cal with the Madhyamika school of Buddhism too. It is 
argued that the Advaitins hold that mdyd or avidya superim¬ 
poses everything else upon Brahman. For its superim¬ 
position upon Brahman, it does not require another audiya , 
for, in that case there would be the fallacy of infinite regress . 
Hence the Advaitins say that avidya is responsible for the 
superimposition of every other object as well as itself upon 
Brahman. This is one way of avoiding the fallacy of 
infinite regress . The second method is: Avidya is required 
for the superimposition upon Brahman of objects which 
have a beginning. Avidya is beginningless and so it does 
not require another factor to get itself superimposed upon 
Brahman. The third course is: It is true that avidya , in 
order to get itself superimposed upon Brahman, would 
require another avidya . But we do not have any other 
avidya . Yet there is the superimposition of avidya upon 
Brahman. This, however, is incompatible and the incom* 
patibility constitutes glory to the concept of avidya. The 
fourth method is: It is admitted that the midya has another 
avidya for its superimposition. This second avidya also has 
a third one, And, so on ad infinitum . Yet this does not 
constitute a defect. Unbroken succession of several entities 
of the same kind like seed and tree is known as pravahdnddi 
which is not a defect at all. 

Our author states that the above four alternatives can 
be applicable to the substratum viz. t Brahman. If it is 
said for argument’s sake, “let Brahman which is a substra¬ 
tum be non-real,” then the Advaitins could say that if it 
were non-real then it would require another substratum 
which also must be taken as non-real. It would require 
another substratum and so on ad infinitum , Our author 
states that the above difficulty could be got over by the 
Advaitins by the application of the four courses mentioned 
above. The result of the argument is that Brahman also 
being non-real, void or iunya admitted by the Madhyamika 
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school of Buddhism would result. Thus the Advaita would 
become identical with the Madhyamika school of Buddhism. 

(58) 

Oh, the author of the Khandanakhandakhadyal 
reject (the viewpoints of the Madhyamika school of 
Buddhism). By the reasonings which you have applied 
(against Buddhism,) your standpoint also stands rejec¬ 
ted. So what? If it is said so, then we reply, that just 
as your view holds good by the rejection of the 
Madhyamika view that the substratum too is non-real 
and just as in ordinary experience when the sublating 
factor is proved to be false, the essential nature of an 
object is taken to be real, in the same way when your 
viewpoint is rejected our viewpoint holds good. 

In the Khan$anakhandtakhadya, Sri Harsa engages himself 
in capricious criticism ( vitanidvada ). He rejects the con. 
cepts of cause, effect, etc., by saying that the definition of 
these comcepts suffer from the fallacies of interdependence, 
self-dependence and vicious circle. 

Our author argues that if the concepts of cause, effect, 
etc., are rejected, then by the same token your viewpoint, 
viz., that Brahman is the cause of the world and the world 
is an effect of Brahman would be rejected. It might be 
asked by the Advaitins as to how the above criticism would 
help the ViSistadvaitins, Our auther states that if the 
viewpoints of Advaita are rejected, then the viewpoints of 



70 THE TATTVASARA OF SRI VATSYA VARADAGURU 

Visistadvaita are to be taken as correct. To explain this 
position our author cites two examples. The Advaitins 
reject the view of Madhyamika that there could be a sub¬ 
stratumless erroneous cognition. From this criticism the 
Advaitins argue that their view viz. t error points to a sub¬ 
stratum is proved to be correct. 

In ordinary experience too, we find the application of 
the above maxim that when the sublatiug factor is proved 
to be false, then what was sought to be rejected by the 
sublating factor is proved to be true. There is a pot in a 
particular room; one utters a sentence “there is no pot in 
this room;” this is a sublating factor. One says that “the 
statement that there is no pot in this room is false’ 9 then 
the existence of pot is taken to be true. In the same way 
if the Advaitins view—that Brahman is the cause and the 
world is unreal effect of Brahman—is rejected, then the 
Viiistadvaita vsew that the world is real remains valid. 

( 59 ) 

znvfr'd 

sift f| q q* q* 

n ^ n 

Here someone says: Knowledge for its manifesta¬ 
tion depends upon itself, because it is knowledge. If 
it were an object o f nother knowledge, then there 
arises the contingency of its losing its essential nature 
of knowledge, like a pot. This contention is wrong. 
Knowledge is self-luminous only with refernece to its 
substratum. It is not so for another man. It is thus 
an object of another man's knowledge. Yet it does not 
lose its characteristic of being a cognition. 
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The Advaitins say that knowledge is self-luminous on 
the basis of the inferential argument “knowledge is self-lumi¬ 
nous on the ground of its being a knowledge/’ They argue 
that if knowledge were known or manifested by another 
knowledge then it would cease to be a knowledge; for that 
which is an object of knowledge, (say pot) is not knowledge. 
So if knowledge were an object of knowledge then it ceases 
to be a knowledge. 

The ViSistadvaitins argue that the above inferential 
argument suffers from the fallacy of siddhasadhana and badhat 
It might be asked as to whether self-luminosity of know¬ 
ledge is spoken of for the substratum of knowledge or for 
an entity which is different from the substratum of know¬ 
ledge. The Vigistadvaitins argue that if the first alternative 
were maintained, then the inference is exposed to the fault 
of establishing what has already been known. It is because 
according to the Vigistadvaitins the ahampadartha is the 
substratum of cognition, and for the substratum, cognition 
is self-luminous. Hence 9elf-luminosity of cognition with 
reference to substratum of cognition is well-known and so 
any attempt to prove it on the basis of inference would be 
a clear case of siddhasadhana , that is, establishing through infer¬ 
ence what has already been known through other pramana . 

Another fallacy also may be pointed out against the 
inferences of the Advaitins. In the inferential argument, 
the pak$a is cognition* The sadhya is self-luminosity, ue. 
the manifestation without depending upon any other cogni¬ 
tion. The Vigistadvaitin points out that the cognition 
present in one person is not self-luminous to the other man. 
The latter has to know that, viz . the knowledge of a person 
through inference. The result of this argument is that the 
knowledge comes within the range of another knowledge, 
yet no one admits that the first knowledge would cease 
to be a knowledge. 
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In the above inferential argument the pratijndvdkya is: 
knowledge is self-luminous. There is an experience that 
knowledge present in one person is to be known by the 
other person. Thus the subject of inference is known to be 
associated with the absence of sadhya , and this is exactly 
the case of badha The result of the argument is that although 
the knowledge of one person is known by another man, the 
former does not lose its characteristic of being a knowledge. 

( 60 ) 

ci«n % 

qs^r 11 n 

It is thus: Do the objects manifested by the group 
of cognitions such as perception and the like leave out 
their essential nature on the ground that they are 
being known? If there is loss to the essential nature of 
an object on the ground of its being known, then 
there arises the contingency of a cloth becoming a 
non-cloth like a pot, on the ground that it is an object 
of knowledge. 

In this verse our author says that if the Advaitins say, 
that cognition would lose its essential character, if it is known, 
then, it amounts to saying that an object, say, a cloth would 
cease to be a cloth because it is an object of knowledge. 
Since cloth is known and yet it retains its class«characteri- 
stic, viz. clothness, the Advaitins should give up the view 
that if knowledge is not self-luminous and if it is known by 
another knowledge, then it would cease to be a knowledge. 
As has been explained above, knowledge is self-luminous 
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as far as its substratum is concerned, and it is an object of 
knowledge as far as the other individual soul is concerned. 

( 61 ) 

sqsTSi: 

3T 5^1 qi^qisri || || 

\3 

In respect of pot, etc., which are insentient, 
manifestation is only their knowledge. And, non¬ 
manifestation or concealment is nothing but the 
absence of their knowledge. In the case of Brahman 
which is sentient, manifestation is its essential nature, 
viz, pure conciousness. And concealment or non¬ 
manifestation (which is the absence* of manifestation) 
would be the destruction of the self. Or else Brahman 
will become insentient or it will never be concealed. 

The Advaitins argue that Brahman is of the nature of 
pure consciousness. Avidya has a twofold power of conceal¬ 
ment ( tirodhdna ) and projection ( viksepa ). By the former 
power, it conceals Brahman, and by the latter it projects it 
in the form of embodied souls, God, and the world* 

The ViSistadvaitins reject the above contention. 
According to them. Brahman which is of the nature of 
kqowledge can never be concealed; it is only pot, etc., 
which are insentient that are manifested by knowledge. 
And they are concealed in the sense that there is their non- 
manifestation or the absence of their knowledge. Since 
manifestation in respecc of Brahman is admitted to be the 
essential nature of Brahman itself, concealment which is 
10 
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only absence of manifestation would mean the absence of 
Brahman which is manifestation. In order to get over this 
difficulty, if Brahman were considered as an object of know¬ 
ledge, then it will become insentient* If, to get over this 
difficulty, it were admitted that Brahman is not concealed, 
then there will be the absence of concealment of Brahman. 
The result of the argument is that there will not be the 
projection of the world, etc. 

(62) 

S3 . Cv ^ 

^ snu snarer ^ 

*\ -N 

The manifestation of the object in the form (shell) 
in its general feature is the cause of erroneous cogni¬ 
tion of silver. The cognition of the specific nature of 
shell (i.e. shellness) which is capable of removing the 
erroneous cognition of silver is not an aid to the 
erroneous cognition of silver. If Brahman were 
manifested in its general nature then there will indeed 
be no end to the erroneous cognition of the world. 
If Brahman were manifested in its specific nature like 
shellness then how could there be the erroneous 
cognition of the world? 

The Advaitins hold that in order that auperimposition 
or erroneous knowledge of silver in a piece of shell may be 
possible, what is necessary first and foremost is the mani¬ 
festation of shell as ‘this* and not as shell. In other words 
there should be the manifestation of shell in its general 
aspect and not in its specific aspect. 
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Our author argues that the Advaitins cannot explain 
the erroneous cognition of the world in Brahman on the 
basis or the above analogy. In the first place, Brahman 
of the Advaitins is free from all attributes and so it can 
neither have a general feature nor a specific feature. 
Assuming for the sake of argument that Brahman possesses 
both the features, our author asks as to whether knowledge 
of Brahman in its general uature is the cause of erroneous 
knowledge, or the knowledge of Brahman in its specific 
nature. If the former be the case, then such a knowledge 
exists always, and so the erroneous knowledge of the world 
would always exist. If the latter be the case, then there 
is no possibility of erroneous cognition of the world at all 
because knowledge of Brahman in its specific feature is 
opposed to fluperimposition. 

It might be argued that Brahman as such is not oppo¬ 
sed to superimposition or erroneous knowledge. It is only 
its witness, Brahman reflected in the mental state arising 
out of the major texts of the Upanifads is opposed to 
erroneous knowledge. The ViSistadvaftins argue that in 
that case Brahman becomes the content of the mental state 
and so it would cease to be ntniitfa in character. 

(63) 

II \\ || 

In regard to the view which accepts the doctrine 
oF manifold defects have been pointed out. If, 
according to that view, Brahman were self-luminous 
and is free from all attributes how is that there is super- 
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imposition of jiva who is possessed of attributes (like 
agency, enjoyership) etc., upon the consciousness that 
is the content of the notion‘I\ Further how could 
there be the cessation of that superimposition? 

The Advaitins hold that Brahman is self-lutninous and 
is free from all attributes and it is the content of notion ‘I’. 
Sri Sankara in his celebrated introduction to his comment 
tary on the Brahma-sutra explains the theory of superim¬ 
position of the nature of jiva upon Brahman. In this 
connect.on he states that Brahman is asmatpratyayavisayat 

Our author raises the question as to how could there 
be the superimposition of jiva, who is associated with the 
characteristics of being an agent, experient, etc. upon 
Brahman which is attributeless. 

The Advaitins might say that Brahman which is pure 
consciousness gets itself reflected in mind and it is the re¬ 
flected image that is known as jiva. The characteristic of 
being an agent* etc. are present in the mind and they are 
falsely attributed to the jiva who is the reflected image. 
Our author rejects the above contention thus: In the 
first place, there could be no reflection of pure conscious¬ 
ness in any revealing media. For only objects which 
possess some form and colour would get reflected in a re¬ 
vealing medium. Brahman has no form and as such it 
could not undergo any reflection; and so the view that the 
reflected image of Brahman is jiva falls to the ground. 

Even assuming that' Brahman undergoes reflection, it 
is not correct to say that the characteristics of being an 
agent, etc., which are present in the mind are falsely attri¬ 
buted to the reflecsed image. It is because riiind being an 
insentient entity cannot have any such characteristics. 
Hence the Advaitins have to admit that the nature of jiva 
is essential to Brahman. In that case the removal of tbft 


MAYAVADINIRASA-PRAKARAtfAM 


77 


nature of jiva is au imposibility, for what it natural cannot 
be removed at all. 


(64) 

3 #sr^ qfa wafer 33:- 

fewfa: I! || 

When the substratum, viz., jiva is spontaneously 
manifested in the form T the characteristics of body 
are attributed to the self in the forms ‘I am an animal', 
*1 am a human being’, etc. This attribution takes 
place when the atomic size, etc., which are not 
capable of being related to the body are concealed. 
Concealment here is indeed the contraction of the 
dharmabhuta-jnana comprehending the atomic size, etc. 

In this verse our author says as to how could there be 
the attribution of the characteristics of the body upon the 
self in the system of Vi£i$tadvaita. He says that the self or 
jiva is always manifested as T. With reference to the jiva, 
there is another cognition comprehending the essential 
features of jiva; and, this cognition is termed dharmabhuta- 
jiiana. This dharmabhutajfiana is entirely different from the 
self, Owing to the past karma of the jiva there is contrac¬ 
tion of this dharmabjuta jnaAa This results in the non-com- 
prehension of the essential features of the jiva, via., its 
atomic size, eternity, etc. This leads to the attribution of 
the characteristics of the body upon the self. Then the 
Vi£isj;advaitin says that the atomic size, eternity, etc., are 
concealed; there arises no contingency of the loss of jiva 
because atomic size, etc., are only the attributes of jiva and 
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are not of the nature of jiva* Further concealment here 
means only the contraction of the dharmabhuta jnans. 

It may be noted here that when ViSistadvaitin says 
that there is the attribution of the characteristics of the 
body upon the self this attribution is not false or anirvacaniya 
as in the system of Advaita. It is real. On the epistemo¬ 
logical side the Vi&istadvaita subscribes to the theory of 
satkhydtu The usage ‘I am the body’ etc. is only gauy,a or 
figurative and.not mithyd or false. 

Dharmabhuta jMna is classified under the category of 
dravya in the Vi£istadvaita. It is a guna not in the sense of 
a quality but in the sense of a subsidiary feature. It is sub¬ 
sidiary to jiva. 

(65) 

^3 33- 

jjaft sRgf^lT ^ ^3 rRt: I 

II ^ II 

In fact the state of being the substratum of 
dharmabhuta-jnana and the state of being the character 
of ‘I’ notion are the attributes of self and not of the 
body. Yet this fact is not noticed because of the 
beginningless attribution of the body to the soul. 
Now at this stage, on the basis of the Upanigadic 
texts aided by reasoning and also by the cognitive 
trance, the self is manifested as different from the 
self. 

Now it is asked as to how could there be the attribution 
of the qualities of the body upon the self when there is the 
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manifestation of the specific features of the self sig a| the 
state of being the content of ‘I* and the state of being the 
substratum of the dharmabhutajnana. It is answered in this 
verse that the above two are the specific features of the 
self no doubt. Yet in the transmigratory process which is 
beginningless the self is not taken to be different from the 
body. Hence there is absence of knowledge that the above 
two features do not belong to tbe body. The reason is that 
there is absence of comprehension of the opposition bet¬ 
ween the qualities of the body and the ahove—mentioned 
specific features of the soul. By the study of the VedSnta 
aided by reflection and by the practice of tbe means to yoga, 
there is the manfestation of the self as dstinct from body, 
etc. 

( 66 ) 

^ 2TcT: 3R5JOI STT^IRfRT 

RMqfsfa ^ gft: || 

I he view that there is liberation while one con¬ 
tinues to live will not hold good. It is because it is 
fully opposed to perceptual evidence and is removed 
by a weapon in the form of scriptures. In view of 
this,^ this is rejected even earlier by Apastamba. 
By Sage Vyasa too who is the preceptor of those who 
follow the Upanigadic standpoint, the concept of jiuan- 
mukti has been rejected. 

The Advaitins advocate the concept of jtoanmukti, 
According to them, self*realisation or knowledge of Brah¬ 
man removes all the accumulated merits and demerits of 
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knower of Brahman and prevents the rise of future merit or 
demerit, in his case. They add that when they say that 
all the accumulated merits and demerits are removed, a 
distinction must be made within the accumulated merits 
and demerits a9 those which are not fructified and those 
which are fructified, i.c . which have started yielding fruit in 
the form of the present body, by remaining in which the 
soul has attained the knowledge of Brahman* According to 
Advaita, a soul if it is unembodied, cannot attain the 
knowledge of Brahman. It comes to this that if the soul is 
to attain the knowledge of Brahman, it should be embodied. 
And embodiment is caused by the fructified merits and 
demerits, which constitutes a portion of accumulaled merits 
and demerits, Thus the knowledge of Brahman, if it 
should arise, depends upon fructified deeds. Hence it is not 
reasonable to hold that knowledge of Brahman removes the 
fructified deeds — its sustaining factor. The knower of 
Brahman continues to live in the body till the fructified 
merits and demerits are exhausted. When they are exhau - 
sted the body of jivanmukta falls off and he re-mains as 
Brahman. This is known a9 Videhamuktu 

Our author, following the Sribhdsya of Sri Ramanuja, 
states that the concept of jivanmukti does not hold good. 
The author of the Brahmasutra in the aphorism “ taddpiteh 
samsdravjapadeSdt ” (4-2-8) states that immortality does not 
imply separation of the soul from the body) for the scripture 
says that samsdra is embodiedness up to the reaching of 
Brahman ( Chdndogya Upanisad , 8-13-21). Videi $ribhd§ya 
(4-2*8). Our author cites the authority of Apastamba to 
prove that the concept of jivanmukti does not hold good* In 
the aphorism 4f buddhe cet k§emaprapanam ihaiva na duhkham* 
upalabhyeta ” (2-21-16) states that if immortality is attained 
by mere knowledge of the self, then the knower of the self 
will not experience misery in the body. Since it is noticed 
that one who is said to have attained the knowledge of 
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Brahman experiences misery, it should be concluded that 
one is not liberated. 

It should be noted here that Apastamba has rejected 
the concept of jivanmukti without embarking upon the dis¬ 
cussion upon the relative merits of the dualistic and non- 
dualistic system. This is implied in this verse by the word 
“ ddau'\ 

(67) 

%^lrcTT: faftcTfTcW 

% 

|| V® H 

Where are the scriptures and where are they who 
are deeply engrossed in the system of Sankara? 
(According to them) just as the validity of the texts of 
Buddha is false (as they are associated with the defects 
in the mind of the Buddha), in the same way the 
validity of the Veda too is false (as the Veda is based 
upon the defect of mdya present in Brahman). Alas! 
by those who are caught by the crocodile in the form 
of kali, these people are recognised as Vedantins. 

( 68 ) 

p ; u || 

ii 
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Some Upanisadic texts prescribe auspicious quali¬ 
ties in a general way in the case of the Lord. Some 
other texts prescribe specific qualities with reference 
to Him. In the same way there are certain texts 
which negate all inauspicious qualities in a general 
manner while some other texts, in a specific manner. 
Some philosophers under the pretext of the maxim 
arrived at in the apacchedadhikarana enter into a discus¬ 
sion regarding the relative strength of the above texts. 
The application of the maxim will be heartening to 
those who have not made any close study of the 
Purvamimdmsd. 

Some Upanisadic texts speak of God as possessing all 
auspicious qualities. There are certain other texts which 
speak of the Lord as attributeless or nirguy,a\ i t- these texts 
negate all qualities in God. In the same way there are 
cettain Upanisadic texts which prescribe specific qualities 
like omniscience (yah sarvajndh sarvavit). There are certain 
other texts which negate specific inauspicious qualities like 
sin, decay, etc. (apahatapapma vijarah). 

The Advaitins are of the view that the texts that negate 
the qualities, auspicious or inauspicious, alone are valid, and 
the texts that prescribe the qualities are not valid. It is 
because in order to negate the qualities what is necessary 
first and foremost is the knowledge of the presence of 
qualities. Without knowing that the qualities exist, one 
cannot attempt at denying them. Thus the texts that pre¬ 
scribe the qualities are antecedent and the texts that negate 
the qualities are subsequent. And that which is subsequent 
will definitely invalidate the earlier one. 

The above conclusion is arrived at by the Advaitins on 
the basis of the maxim arrived at in the Purvamim&thsa ■ 
sutras (6-5-19/54) which constitute the section known as 
•• Apacchedadhikarana .” This section discusses the passage 
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v yvdiudgrn apacckindyit adakwath tath yajiiam iftoa punary a- 
jtta. yadi pratiharta sarvavedasam dadyit 

In the jyotiffoma sacrifice, the priest should go around 
the sacrificial fire by holding the waist-cloth of the priest in 
front. If the udgm — the priest who chants the hymns of 
the Samavtda, lets go the waist-cloth of the priest in front 
of him, then to expiate this, the sacrifice should be con¬ 
cluded without giving any sacrificial fee to the priest. If 
the pratiharta — the priest who chants the hymns of the 
Rg-veda — does so, then the sacrifice should be completed 
by giving the entire wealth of the sacrificer as a sacrificia 
fee. If the two let go the waist-cloth successively, then 
the sacrificer should conclude the sacrifice by giving a fee 
that which relates to the latter loss of grip The point that 
is of importance here is that the subsequent one sublates the 
antecedent one and the latter therefore is ineffective. 

When viewed in the above light, the Advaitins argue 
that the texts that negate all the qualities which are sub¬ 
sequent render ineffective the texts that prescribe qualities 
which are antecedent. Further perception which gives rise 
to the knowledge of ihe world as real (ghatah san) is 
antecedent, Sabdapramana or Upanisadic text is subsequent 
to perception* It gives rise to the knowledge of the world 
as non-real. Being subsequent, it renders the knowledge 
arising through perception invalid. 

Our author while criticising the above contention of the 
Advaitins states that the conclusion reached by the applica¬ 
tion of the maxim arrived at in the apacchedadhikarana would 
Appear to be sound only to those who have not made any 
serious study of the Pdrvamimamsa system. There is another 
ihaxim arrived at in the Mimarhsasutras (3, 3, 1/1-9). This 
maxim is known as upakramanyaya. This maxim is as 
follows: If a particular section of a text conveys a unitary 
sense and if there is noticed any apparent contradiction 
between the meaning of the initial passage and that of the 
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concluding passage, the concluding passage must be inter¬ 
preted in such a way as not to have any conflict with the 
meaning of the initial passage. It is because the initial 
passage is of greater force than the concluding passage. 

The above position can be explained by saying that 
at the time of the origination of knowledge of the meaning 
of the initial passage nothing is oppospd to it, as the know* 
ledge of the meaning of the concluding passage which may 
be opposed tp it has not yet arisen. The knowledge of the 
meaning of the concluding passage at the time of its origi¬ 
nation has the knowledge of the meaning of the initial 
passage opposed to it. In other words, the former ib 
asa&jataoirodhi, i.«. has nothing opposed to it at the time of 
its origination, while the latter is saitjUtavirodki, i.e. has 
something opposed to it at the time of its origination itself. 
It is on the basis of this that the former is said to be of 
greater force than the latter one, and the concluding passage 
must be interpreted in such a way as not to have any con* 
flict with the meaning of the initial passage. It must be 
added here that this maxim known as vpakramanydya is 
applicable only when the later cognition is dependent upon 
the earlier cognition. In the present case the knowledge of 
the negation of the qualities is dependent upon the know¬ 
ledge of the presence of the qualities which is the earlier 
one, and the earlier one is a sublating factor and the latter 
one is sublated. Hence the texts that speak of the negation 
of the qnalities are to be interpreted in such a way as not 
to have any conflict with the text that prescribe the quali¬ 
ties. The texts which prescribe all auspicious qualities are 
to be taken as valid and the text that negate the qualities 
are to be interpreted not as negating all qualities but as 
negating inauspicious qualities. Thus the apparent contra¬ 
diction existing between the texts that prescribe the quali¬ 
ties and that negate the qualities can be resolved. It is 
totally unnecessary to apply the maxim of apacchedanydya and 
to treat that the text which negate the qualities alone are 
valid and not the text that prescribe the qualities. 
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With the above in view, our author has stated that the 
contention of the Advaitins would be fascinating to tho&e 
who are not adepts in the Pwvarnithdthsd idstra. Those who 
are adepts in that idstra would be knowing the upakratnanydya 
too and by the application of this maxim would treat toe 
two sets of the above-mentioned passages valid. 

( 69 ) 

There are two sets of passages one prescribing 
qualities modification, body, birth, activity, etc., and 
another negating all these in respect of the Supreme 
Lord. Tlie scope of each one of these two sets of 
passages differs, and so, there is no opposition between 
them. The affirmative texts thus are not negated by 
the negative texts. 

Some Upanisadic passages speak of God as possessing 
all qualities ( sarnagandhah , saroarasah, etc.). There are other 
texts which negate the qualities in respect of Him [nirgunath 
ntfkriyain idntam. etc,)* Some texts prescribe modification 
in respect of Lord ( tadatmdnam soayamakuruta) and some other 
negate this ( satyam jndnam anantam), { avikdryo’yamucyate ). 
Some texts prescribe body in respect of Lord ( ddityavarnam 
tamasah parastdt), while certain other negate this [aiariram 
iarire?ti anavasthe$u avast hit am) , One particular text pre¬ 
scribes birth and negates it (ajayamdnah bahudhd vijdyati). 
Some texts prescribe activity in the form of control in the 
case of the Lord ( ekah idstd) while other texts negate it 
(ni§kriyam ). The texts that prescribe all these must be taken 
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as referring to qualities, etc., which are auspicious in nature 
and the texts that negate the qualities, etc. are to be inter¬ 
preted as negating qualities etc., that are inauspicious in 
character. Thus there is no contradiction between the two 
sets of passages referred to above. There is no valid reason 
to maintain on the basis of apacchedanaya that the negative 
texts render the affirmative ones invalid, 

(70) 

q&q^faro^in ^ ^fq i 
sint ^ | mb- 

Does the statement ‘‘One should not cause any 
injury to living beings” contradict the sense of injury 
to an animal prescribed in respect of the sacrifice 
having Agni and Soma as deities? In the Pitrva- 
mimamsd-sutra “chdgo vd mantravarndt'’ — it has been 
decided that the meaning of the word paSu is only 
goat. On the basis of these two maxims it is known 
that the statement that the Lord who is stated in the 
scriptures as possessing qualities convey the presence 
of all auspicious qualities, and the text which con¬ 
veys that the Lord is attributeless, conveys the absence 
of inauspicious qualities in Him. • 

Two types of maxims are admitted in Purvamimamsa. 
One is a general rule and another a specific one that sets 
aside the general rule ( utsargapavadanyaya ). The next one is 
prescribing qualities in a general way and in a specific way. 
The Vedic text “One should offer an animal in a sacrifice”, 
isa special rule that sets aside the general one that” no 
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injury should be caused to any living being.” Here by the 
general rule, the specific one is not admitted to be contra- 
dieted, In the same way the text that speaks of the Lord 
as possessing no attributes is a general one. The text that 
speaks of Lord as possessing all auspicious attributes is a 
special one. This is not contradicted by the former. On the 
other hand, on the basis of this latter text, the text that 
speaks of Lord as attributeless is interpreted in the sense 
that Lord is free from all inauspicious attributes. In the 
analogy cited above, we conclude that the text that one 
should not cause any injury to any living being is interpreted 
in the sense that except in the case of sacrifice o D e should 
not cause any injury to any living being. 

The second maxim is applicable in this way: The 
Supreme Lord is spoken of as free from all impurities 
(n irmala). That is, inauspicious qualities are referred to in 
a general way and are negated. But the text like apahata* 
diem* CtC SpCCify the i-P-ous qualities and negate 

(71) 

^ % sff fawn 

pWfi qsq 

“Who are you?” “I am the one who knows the 
Supreme Being.” “In that case which is the Supreme 

isT?” VmU iS the Supreme Being/* ‘-How 

!'! . 11 IS known ^e Upanisads such as the 

Tnthrtya and the like which are intent upon convey. 

mg the Supreme Reality.** “How is it that there are 
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other texts (which speak of Rudra as the Supreme re¬ 
ality)?” “The words of those texts are to be taken in 
their etymological senses.” It is asked as to how is it 
that Rudra proclaims himsdf as supreme being?” “It 
is with reference to the Indwelling spirit — Lord 
Visnu.” “How is it that Lord is (said to be) born?’' 
“He only incarnates Himself.” “How are we to in¬ 
terpret the texts? (which speak of other entities as 
Supreme beings)?” “They must be interpreted in the 
above light." 

The author, in this and in the following verses discusses 
the identity of the Supreme Being. Sri Ramanuja in his 
commentary on the Brahma-sutra — patyurasamanjasyat 
(2-2-35) speaks of Lord Narayana as the Supreme Being. 
The Taittiriya text (13) “ndrdyanah param brahma lattvam 
udrayanah parah” speaks of Lord Narayana as the Supreme 
Being. It might be asked that in the Atharva&iropanisad, it is 
said that Rudra or Siva alone is the supreme Being — *'na 
san na cdsan Siva eva kevalah”, There is another text whieh 
states that Sambhu is to be meditated upon in the centre of 
daharakd&a. These texts speak of Lord Siva as the Supreme 
Being. The abave contention is rejected on the ground 
that the words Siva and Sambhu do not convey the conven¬ 
tional meaning of Lord Siva. On the other hand, they 
convey through etymologicol derivation Lord Narayana who 
grants bliss. In the Aiharvadiropanisad we find that Siva 
speaks of Himself as the Supreme Being. Our author states 
that Siva has done so by referring to his indewelling spirit, 
viz , Narayana who is the Supreme Being. 

It might be asked as to how certain texts like “ brahma ■ 
vi§nu-rudra-indr ah te sarve sampras iiyariit" are to be interpreted. 
It is said that this text does not speak of the birth of Lord 
Vi§nu, but His incarnation. 
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There are some other texts in the Siva-purdrja wherein 
it is. said that Siva is worshipped by Lord Visnu; Siva is one 
who bestows grace upon Lord Vi?pu. Our author states 
that these texts are to be treated as not valid. 

(72) 

*T StKJ TO# | 

That Supreme Being who is spoken of as possess¬ 
ing unbounded greatness is spoken of as the cause of 
the world in the Purusa-sukta. Again in the Subdlo- 
panisad. He is spoken of as such. The import of the 
Mahopanisad, etc., proclaim so. Adopt this method in 
understanding the texts of the Kathopanisad, etc 
similarly. 

In the Taittiriyopartifad, the section beginning with 
ambhasya pare speaks of Lord Narayana as possessing 
unbounded greatness. The Puru?asUkta too, in the passages 
such as “vedahametam puru$am mahantam ,i referring to Lord 
Narayana who is the cause of the world as one possessing 
unlimited greatness. The Subaiopantfad in the passage 
‘'apahalapspma. divyo deoah eko nfmtyanah" refers to Lord 
Narayana as the Supreme Being. The Mahopanisad in the 
passage *'eko ha oai narayana Ssit ” refers to Lord Narayana 
as the Supreme Being. The Kathpanisad in the passage 
“so adlwanafy param&pnoti tad vi$noh paramam padam ” speaks of 
the ultimate goal as the supreme state of Lord Vigpu. By 
'he word prabhrti in the text we have to take into con- 
•iteration the Maitrdyani Upani$ad text "savituh vattnyath 
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dhruvam aealatb omrtath vifyusamjilath sarvSdhSram n*ma, 
the Mr&yavopanifad text " athapurufo ha vai nSrayavah aktonar 
yata prajah srjeya iti” and the Paingirahasya text "tko nM' 
yana asit na brahma na iankarah." 

(73) 

c^^fa^TRSIGIl^fcT 3*. 3^ II ^ II 

By the statements in the Mahopanisad beginning 
with “eko ha vai nardyanah” Lord Nar&yana is con¬ 
veyed as the main import and as the sole cause of the 
world. It is He who is manifested even at the time of 
the dissolution of the entire world consisting of 
Brahma, &iva, heaven, earth, the stars, water, fire, the 
moon and the sun. 

The Mahopanisad text “eko ha vai narayanab” Bpeaks with 
emphasis that Lord Narayapa alone is the material and the 
efficient cause of the world. He alone is manifested at the 
time of dissolution. The reading adopted is “prariaiavati 
kale ” and it is suggested in the commentary V&tsyavarivasy*. 
Another reading adopted in the Ratna-s&rinl is prandiayati 
kale. This would mean that Lord Narayapa who causes the 
dissolution of the entire world is man fested. 

(74) 

* *3&£t ^ si f| ^3*3 f^nf^n I 
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f| sqilfoi ¥TTT3ri: 35R<n<3 qW 

3»I3<3 ?! q*JR3?3 ftfaft^WJI || 

In the Mahopanisad , the text “eko ha vai does 
not restate the cause of the world, as the latter is not 
known through any other sources. This is on the 
basis of the maxim adopted in the interpretation of 
the text “upari hi devebhyah". On the strength of the 
plain meaning of the text, it is enjoined that Lord 
Narayana is the cause of the world and others are 
effects. This is not contradicted by any other proof. 
Moreover, no other feature is enjoined in the text. 

It is objected: the words ha vai in the text "eko ha vai 
narayana &stt” are known to refer to the cause of the world 
conveyed through another text. Hence the text “eko ha vai ” 
is only a restatement of the fact that Lord Narayana is the 
cause. 

Our author states that the word ha or vai need not be 
taken as confirming that something is known earlier. It is 
also used as an expletive. The Purvamlmjphsa school 
takes the word hi in the text, “upari hi devebhyah ” not as 
restating something that is known already, but as a mere 
expletive. In the same way, the presence of the word ha or 
vai in the present text does not suggest that the text is a 
restatement. Being not a restatement, it is taken to enjoin 
the nature of being the cause of the world in respect of 
Lord Narayapa. There is no proof other than the scripture 
that conveys that Lord Narayana is the cause of the world. 
Moreover, there is no proof to contradict the position that 
Brahma and L others are effects and Lord Narayana is the 
cause. Further, no other factor is noticed as prescribed 
in the text —eko ha vai narayana, etc. Hence the nature of 
being the cause of the world alone is the main factor 
enjoined in this text. 
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(75) 

% q* Hrorownifer i 

^ S^q^qrTFflT- 

li «*t H 

In the Upanisad belonging to Samaveda(Chmdogya) 
it is enjoined that in the lotus of the heart, there is a 
factor which is different from the Supreme Being that 
differentiated the entire world into names and forms 
and which is designated as aka$a. Therein, by way of 
question and answer, the eight qualities beginning 
from ‘freedom from sin* and ending with ‘possession of 
purposes which come true/ and which are eternally 
manifested are spoken of specifically as belonging 
the Supreme Being. 

In the verse (71), the question as to how are we to 
interpret certain texts which speak of something higher than 
Lord Naraya^a are to be interpreted. In this verse a text 
from the Chandogyopanisad which seems to suggest something 
higher than Lord Naraya^a is taken up for consideration. 
The text is as follows: “Inside the body there is a small 
lotus. Inside that is the small dkdia . And what is in that 
is to be sought after, is to be realised” ( Chdndogya , &—1 — 1). 
This small dkdia is proved.to be the Supreme Being because 
of the two reasons, viz* 0) the subsequent comprementaiy 
texts which proclaim “both the heaven and earth are con¬ 
tained within it” ( Chdndogya , 8—1—3)'. “It is the self free 
from sin* free from old age, deathless, griefless, hungerless, 
thirstless, possessing desires 1 which come true, purposes 
which come true” and (2) the property of being the 
support of heaven, earth, and so on. 
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Now the question is raised at to how the Supreme 
Being which is dkdia can be considered to be the Highest, 
as the above Chdndogya text (8-1-1) speaks of something 
within that dkdia as the one to be realised. 

The above contention is answered by saying that the 
Chdndogya text (8 1 2) raises the question — what is it 

at ex * s,s * n the dkdia that has to be sought after, and is 
to be realised. The answer given is that there are eight 
qualities viz>, freedom from sin etc., mentioned above. 
Thus the Chdndogya text does not speak of something diffe¬ 
rent from dkdia which is the Supreme Being as present in the 
akaia, but prescribes eight specific qualities for the purpose 
of meditative worship* Thus, the above text dees not speak 
of anything higher than Lord Narayatja. 

(76) 

Having stated first that the uncaused Purusa is the 
means to immortality and negating any other path to 
immortality and further to substantiate this view 
having proclaimed unimpeded Lordship, the text of 
the Svemvataropanisad concludes by saying that that 
Which fa higher than the Purusa graL' 

Th ls statement must be taken as a rational conclusion 
of what has been said earlier. 

The Svmivataropanmd text - "By knowing that 
supreme Being, one transcends transmigration; there i. no 
other course open” - speaks of the Supreme Beiug as a 
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means to perfection and rejects anything other than this. 
But the same text proceeds to say 4, tato yat uttarataram 
which would lead to liberation. This means that Lord 
Nariyaoa is not the Supreme Being. Sri Ramanuja, in his 
$jlbha$ya on the aphorism ‘ tato ’ in the SveM&vataropanifad 
not in the sense of 'apart from’ or ‘higher than’ but in the 
sense of ‘therefore’. Hence the SvttMvatara text would 
mean, therefore, that which is higher than everything, viz • 
the Supreme Being is the cause of liberation; the knower. 
freed from name and form attains to the divine Parson. 

(77) 

mow* 5 ^ J q ^ q: " ^ 11 

The word Siva employed in SvetdSvatara Upanisad 
text with reference to Lord Narayaua who is intro¬ 
duced in the beginning (of the section) as one bestowing 
liberation and as one who is all- pervasive, possessing 
face, head and neck everywhere is definitely another 
clear word to signify Narayaua. On this ground, it 
is clearly said further that the great being bestows the 
sattva-guna to the souls. 

In the Svttaisatara Upanisad, there is a text that speaks 
of the all-pervasive entity, which possesses face, head and 
neck everywhere, and which is immanent in the hearts o 
all beings as Bhagavan, and farther says that the latter is 

Siva. The point of importance here is that it is Siva and 

not Lord Narayaua that seems to be Supreme Being accor* 

^in g to the Svetasvatara text. 
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Our author states that the word Siva etymologically 
means one who grants bliss. The Svetsivatara text speaks 
of the great being that is Lord N&r&yapa as one who grants 
liberation. Hence the word Siva applies to Lord N&rayapa. 
Moreover, the subsequent text “ mah&n prabhurvai purufah 
sattvasya esah pravartakah''* refers to the Great Being as one 
who grants sattvaguna to the souls. The expression 'Great 
Being’ stands for the one referred to in the beginning of the 
section as one granting liberation. That Great Being is 
Lord Narayaua and so the Great Being referred to in the 
text cited above should also be Lord N&riyana. He is 
referred to as Siva. 

(78) 

Sfisrfa fsraRjRTO cllej grfj % m I 

II 'Sd || 

The word Siva which is used in the SvetdSvatarv 
Upanisad text with reference to the being that destroys 
the entire world and which denotes the cause of the 
world would hold good only in respect of Lord Vignu 
who is manifested at the time of dissolution too. Some 
portions of the Upanisads which speak of the cause of 
the world in a general way expect the specific cause 
of the world and the other Upanisads proclaim the 
cause of the World by using terms like Vignu, Bhaga¬ 
van, Narayana, etc. 

It is argued that the Svetaivatara text “Prior to creation, 
there existed neither cause nor effect, but only Siva” uses 
the term Siva. This term, since it conveys an individual, 
must be taken to convey its conventional sense of Lord 
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Siva, The result of the argument if that the word Siva is 
cot applicable to jUwd Nariyaca is sought to be made put 
in the previous verse, 

Our author answer? the above objection thus: The 
word Siva used in the above Upani§a(lip text is intended to 
convey the cause of the world. The Upanisadic texts like 
“gisnustadasit” “sarvavydpi sa bhagavan ”, “eko ha vai narayana 
dsit** refer to the cause of the world as Visnu and Narayapa. 
Hence, the word Siva, used in the Svetd&vatara text tP refer 
to the cause of the world, would signify Lord Narayana 
only. 

( 79 ) 

II II 

In the Svetafoataropanisad the word ^iva* found in 
the latter portion refers to the cause of the world, which 
is supreme Being. The latter is Lord Narayana, The 
word 6iva is used in the Upanisad of the Tajurveda 
with reference to Lord Narayana, The word Nara- 
yaija, however, is not a common signification of Nara-r 
yapa, Siva and others. 

In. the lattpr pqrtion of the Svetdhatara text, it is found 
that Siva is the sole entity (jS»M eva kevalah), and Siva is all- 
pervasive ( tasmat sarvagatah iivah). The word Siva does not 
refer tQ Lord Siva. It refer? tp the .Supreme Being which 
i? stated tp be. tfie cause of the world io the beginning of 
Sytta&DQtara in the. words “ udgifametat patamam tu brahma*’ 
The. Supreme Being is referred to by the terms Rhagawn in 
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the SoetaSvatara text itself. I„ the texts «sarvavydpi sa 

agavSn, purufa iti cintyam the words 'bhagavdn* and 
purufa refer to Lord Vi§nu. 


In the Taittitiyopaniyad, there is a passage idivatath Hvam 
acyutam ndrayanam. The word Siva is used here as adjectival 
to Lord Narayana. Thus the word Siva is common to both 
-■ava and Visnu, while the word Narayana is specific to Lord 
arayana only. Hence the Svetd&vatara text does not speak 
of the supremacy of Siva; on the other hand, it proclaims 
Lord Visnu to be the Supreme Being* 


( 80 ) 


?!5iq^sn%erc! II Co II 


In the Atharvatiropanisad, Siva when desirous of 
answering the question raised by the divine beings as 
to what exactly is his nature, explained unimpeded 
Lordship in him in a detailed manner. This expla¬ 
nation Siva gave, like Vamadeva and others, on the 
basis of the manifestation of the absolute nature of 
Lord Narayana who is his indwelling spirit. 


In the Atharvaiiropanisad the following passages occur: 
h ' * v VM sv ^okamagaman - u devd rudrarh aprechan - ko 
bhammti - so bravtt, aharh ekah firathamam dsam vartdmi ca 
hamsyamt ca-nanyah kakit matto vyatirikta iti - s 0 *antardt 
antaram praviiat, di&a&cantararh prdvi&at, so*hath nityo nityah ” 

n J- StVa “ t0 What ^actly is his 

BRture. To this Siva replied “I am the one being, who 

e prior o creation, exists now, and would exist aft« 
15 
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the dissolution of the world. Apart from me, there is no 
other being. The Supreme Being which is anandamaya 
entered into the sheath of intellect which is jiva and which 
is inside the sheath of mind that is inside the sheath of 
vitality. I am the one who exists as eternal and nonr 
eternal beings.’’ 

From this it follows that Siva is conveyed to be the 
Supreme Being and hence there is contradiction to the view 
that Lord Narayana is the supreme One* 

Our author answers the above contention by saying 
that the text “ so’ntarddantarath praviiat” speaks of Lord 
Narayana as all-pervasive, Siva having the realisation of 
Lord NarSyana in him refers to himself as the all-pervasive 
one. Thus it is only with reference to the manifestation of 
Lord Narayana in him, there is a description of Siva of him¬ 
self as the all-pervasive one. This is analogous to the 
saying by Vamadeva who has realised the presence of Lord 
Narayana in him that “Lam Atman, I am the sun, etc.?” 
Thus the text of the AtharvaHropani$ad does not proclaim 
the supremacy of Siva; on the other hand, it proclaims the 
supremacy of Lord Narayana who is the indwelling spirit of 
Si va. 

( 81 ) 

snisra 

II II 

The word iti occurring subsequent to the state¬ 
ment of Siva that “apart from me, there is nothing 
else” does not convey the sense of conclusion. It is 
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because as in the earlier portion, in the subsequent 
portion too, there is a continuity of the statement of 
lva that, “I am both eternal and non-eternal” etc. 

In this verse an objection is answered. And that 
objection is: The text " so’ntaradantaram ” is the Upanisadic 
text. It is not the statement of Siva. The statement of 
Siva is concluded when it is said “Apart from me, there is 
aQthmg else.” This we know from the presence of the 

WO : d j'; „ 8U t 8eqUent t0 the 8tateme “t "nanyah kaScit matto 
vyatmktah. This leads us to conclude that in the text 

“sah antarat antaram pranitat” the word *'j ah” refers to Siva 
and not to Lord Narayana. Hence Siva and not Narayana 
must be taken as the indwelling spirit of everything. 

Our author answers the above contention by saying 
that the word “iti” does not convey the sense of conclusion 
This we know on the basis of the subsequent text “I am 
eternai and non-eternal” which is specifically the statement 
of Siva Hence the text “ so’ntatradanta am ” which occurs in 
the mid le must also be the statement of Siva and not of 
the Upanifad. When Siva refers to “tat” then it should be 
Narayana and not himself. 

( 82 ) 

*3% 53JTJ5I tjWleJKpq || || 

Since the sense of conclusion is unintelligible, the 
*** provides the reason (for the earlier statement). It 
does not convey the sense of mode. The reasoning 
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provided is immanence of Nar^yapa m all beings aS 
stated by Prahlada, The statement nf Prahiada IV 
wellknown in the Visnupurana thus: “Since Narayana 
is all-pervasive, I am that Narayana.” 

The word iti must be construed thus: “so’ntaradantaram 
pravi&at iti nanyah kaScit The meaning would be that 
since Lord Narayana is immanent in all beings, the Supreme 
Lord alone having myself as his body is the all-pervasive 
one and none else. The reason for referring to the Supreme 
Being who has a soul as his body by the term *1* is the 
immanence of the Lord in al) the soult. This our author 
substantiates by making a reference to the statement of 
Prahlada in the Visnupurana (1-14-85) which is as 
follows: “I am Lord Visnu, because He is all-pervasive 
and as such immanent in me.” 

(83) 

arc 3 ft 

siftq=d s&mw li ^ n 

By the word iti, the sense of reason is set forth. 
For the affirmation set forth in the statement “It 
alone existed” the reason is set forth in the statement 
“because (£/*) there exists nothing apart from me”. 
The word iti may be easily understood in the sense 
of mode (also). 

The word iti conveys the sense of mode too. If this 
sense is adopted the text would mean as follows: “lam 
always existent; there is no entity apart from me, It is 
thus: Lord Narayana who has my soul as his body if 
immanent in all beings.” 
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(84) 

SRjfigpq: e£tsfq creqlrrRRJW | 

*ftsfq n II 

The statement so’ntardt is that of Rudra. By the 
statement of Rudra so’ntardt, someone other than Rudra 
who is his indwelling spirit and is also of others is con¬ 
veyed. And that one is well known to be Lord Vi§nu. 

(35) 

Fift | 

\S 

3 s$ 2 fraf || || 

Let the iti in the text convey the conclusion to 
the speech of Siva, let the statement so’ntardt be not 
that of Rudra. Even in this case there is no loss to 
our system. (The text would mean) : Rudra has well 
realised through pure intellect, Lord Narayana who is 
the indwelling spirit of his self as well as the self of 
the others. This meaning is clearly set forth by the 
Vedic text {so’ntardt) on the analogy of an intelligent 
man who is desirous of bringing under his control 
another man. 
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The PHrvapak§in (opponent) has stated that the word 
iti conveys the sense of conclusion of Siva’s speech. The 
statement ‘so'ntardt’ is not that of Rudra but that of the 
Upanifad and the text therefore would mean that sab 
Lord Siva is immanent in all beings (aniarddantararh prdvUat). 
Thus the supremacy of Lord Siva is conveyed by this text. 

In the previous verses, the contention has been ques¬ 
tioned. In this verse, however, our author, adheres to the 
standpoint of the punapaksa and states that there would be 
no loss to our viewpoint even if we admit the parvapak§tn’s 
position. He says that the. word antaradantaram means 
inandamayakota which according to Vi^tadoaita is the 
Supreme Being, Lord Narayana. Rudra (sab) has well- 
realised (prdviSat) Narayana to be his indwelling spirit, 
sah rudrah; antaradantaram iti, anandamayavalli-pratyabhijhaya 
anandamaya eva nirdiiyate. pravi&ateh samyagavabhoddrthakatvat 
sah rudrah jivantaryaminarh bhagavantarh samyagupasamhitavdn 
iti so'ntarddantaram praviiat ityasya arthah. (Ratnasaini). 

This position our author explains on the basis of a 
igjl from Canakya as follows. 

yasya yasya hi yo bhavah ttna ttna hi tarn naram 
anupravi&ya medhavi ksipram atmavaiam nayet. 

“An intelligent person in order to influence the other man 
should know his likes and dislikes and conduct himself 
according to his moods.” Here the word anupravtiya is 
used in the sense of “knowing well”. Following this, our 
author argues that the word "prdvitat” in the Upani?adic 
text means “ samyak-anusamhitavdn . 

( 86 ) 

V 
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In the AtharvaSiropanisad the divine beings, after 
having listened to the statement of Rudra attempted 
to praise his greatness by saying that he is the Sup¬ 
reme Lord. The statements of Rudra are clearly based 
upon meditation upon Lord Narayapa (his indwelling 
spirit). Therefore the statements of divine beings 
which represent the statements of Rudra have for their 
import Lord Narayana and this is proper. 

In the second section of the AtharvaSiropanisad the 
divine beings praised Rudra as Bhagavan {yo vai rudrah sa 
bhagavdn). This is followed by the statement of Rudra 
that ‘ I alone existed in the beginning.” We have earlier 
explained that the word 'I* here stands for Lord Narayana 
who has Rudra as his body. So the divine beings state 
that Rdura is Bhagavan; this statement might be under¬ 
stood in the sense that “the Lord having Rudra as his 
body.” Thus the second section of the Atharva&iropani$ad is 
intent upon conveying Lord Narayana as the Supreme 
Being. 

( 87 ) 

fyi 3IPW fa# Cl# 3 i} Sifog:- 

^fa^gqqi#ci ii ii 

(In the fourth section) of the AtharvaUropanisad^ 
the terms beginning with Rudra are mentioned with 
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reference to the mystic syllable “om”. These terms 
are not capable of conveying Lordship of Rudra. 

In tbe fourth section of the Atharoaiiropanifad medita¬ 
tion upon the syllable “om” it prescribed* This syllable is 
significative of Lord Nar&yaga. It is described as Rudra, 
l£vara, Bhagavan, l£ana and Mahadeva, Our author states 
that since (, om” signifies Lord Narayana and since the terms, 
Rttdra, etc., describe tbe, “om” the terms Rudra, etc* do 
not convey Ru,dra as the Supreme Being. On the other 
hands they convey Lord NStray aija only* See the following 
verse* 

( 88 ) 

I^ISl q<?fq f| | 

vs 

sjpEEitfK: || u 

The words beginning with Rudra and ending 
with Mahadeva which signify “om” that is signifi¬ 
cative of Lord Narayana are well explained etymo¬ 
logically (to refer to Lord Narayana). This (etymo¬ 
logical) explamation of each word conveys the excel¬ 
lence of Om. This Om is the subsidiary to the 
meditative worship of Lord Narayapa (having Rudra 
as his body) — the meditative worship which is pres¬ 
cribed later (in the sixth section of the AtharvaSiro- 
panisetd). 

One should meditate upon the mystic syllable " om ” ai 
representing Lord Narayana having Rudra as His body. 
This is prescribed in the sixth section of the Athartmiiro* 
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panifad. Hence words like Rudra, etc., are employed to 
describe the “om” and these words convey Lord NfirSyana 
who has Rudra as his body* 

(89) 

SIR): 

sellfe if^ciri : 

In tlie Atharva&iropanisad, the worship of Pas/upati 
is enjoined for the removal of the bonds of samsara. 
This must be understood in the light of what has been 
said in the first section of the Ujanisad, namely, Lord 
Narayana must he meditated upon having Rudra 
as Hts body. In the case of Madhu-vidya , etc., Lord 
Narayana is to be meditated upon as having the divine 
beings as His body. As Vasu and other divine beings, 
Rudra also is being created. This is clear in the Veda. 
Wearing ol the ashes is only subsidiary to the medi¬ 
tation of Lord Narayana having Rudra as His body. 

Ihe CkandogyopaM$ad (III, 1-10) prescribes meditation 
upon the Sun, Vaims and others as honey. It is possible 
for men to meditate on the Sun and other divinities and 
not for the divinities upon themselves. They cannot at once 
be the meditators and the objects of meditation. This is the 
objection and it is set forth in the Brahma-sUtra (1-3-30). 

The above objection is answered in the Brahma-satra 
(1-3-32) by saying that what is prescribed is the medita¬ 
tion upon Lord Narayana as their indwelling spirit- In the 
same way, meditation upon Lord Narayana having Rudra as 
His body is prescribed here, 

14 
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( 90 ) 

h ^rfer *Tg^ 

II V II 

In the sixth section of the Atharvatiropanisad, wear¬ 
ing of ashes is prescribed as an auxiliary to meditative 
worship upon the Supreme Lord who has Rudra as 
His body. The wearing of the ashes is not applicable 
in the case of the worship of Lord as having other 
deities as his body. This is similar to acquiring wine 
prescribed in a section dealing with the sacrifice 
entitled Sautramani. 

Wine is enjoined with reference to a particular animal 
sacrifice entitled ‘Sautramand.’ Thi9 does not mean that 
wine must be offered in other sacrifices. In the same way 
wearing of the ashes is enjoined only when Lord Narayaiia 
is meditated upon having Rudra as his body. When Lord 
Narayana is meditated upon as having some other deity for 
His body, one need not wear the ashes* 

( 91 ) 

gts^rfrorarirc: i 

Wgt Sgspfoi: rffewjl V 

In the Atharvatikhopanisad which is intent upon 
conveying that the cause of the world alone is to be 
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meditated upon, origination of Lord is set forth. This 
origination, however, is the incarnation of Lord accor¬ 
ding to His desire for the welfare of the world. The 
Upanigadic texts which are intent upon conveying the 
cause of the world clearly speak of Lord Vi?nu as the 
cause of the world. And in respect of Him the word 
Sambhu is employed because He bestows happiness. 

The Atkarvaiikhopanisad begins by stating that the 
Supreme Lord who is the cause of the world it to be 
meditated upon. This text proceeds to say that Lord 
Visnu is subject to origination {brahma~visnu~ru dr a - in dr ah 
samprasUyante), Further the Upanifad says that the cause of 
the world is Sambhu, and He is to be meditated upon. 
{karanam tu dhyeyah sarvaiivaryasampannah saroeioarah iamb huh 
akaSamadhye). From the above it follows that Lord Narayana 
is not the Supreme Being. 

Our author states that when it is said that Lord 
Narayana is subject to origination, what is meant is that 
God assumes a form of His own accord* And He is desig¬ 
nated as Sambhu in view of the fact that He grants the 
supreme bliss to Che living beings. 

( 92 ) 

fRgfwqsyit fi|^: || || 

Two kinds of meditative worship are prescribed 
in the Atharvatiropanisad and the Atharvatikhopanisad 
respectively with a view to secure liberation. In the 
Atharvatiropanisad, meditation upon Lord Narayana 
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having Rudra as His body is prescribed. In tha 
AtharvaSikbpanisad, meditation upon Lord Narayana 
as present inside the space of the heart, as one who 
is the cause of the world and as one who grants 
happiness to the living beings is enjoined. 

(93-94) 

s^qf jr: II M II 

-\ 

ifeqf I 

f| SffijSsmFnfofrTT ci^T^^lI^fl Vi II 

It has been asserted by one thus: Vi$nu is referred 
to as Purusa while Rudra is referred to as Isfvara. 
The word Purusa stands for a servant, while the word 
Igvara stands for a master. In the same way, the 
words mahdpurusa and paramapurusa convey greater 
degree of servitude in respect of Visnu and the words 
mahebara and parame§vara convey greater degree of 
Lordship in respect of Rudra, Hence Visnu cannot 
be the supreme Lord. Just as a sentient being is 
superior to an insentient one, in the same way Rudra 
who is itfvara is superior to Visnu who is only a purusa. 

This is unsound. What is conveyed by an appel¬ 
lation is contradicted by stronger grounds like vakya, 
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etc. Hence by this appellation it is not proper for 
anyone to proclaim the excellence of Siva, On the 
basis of the names Indra, Mahendra, etc., Indra 
should then be considered as the Supreme Lord. Just 
as the word mahdvrksa is conventionally used with re¬ 
ference to a small tree, in the same way the appellation 
Isfvara is used with reference to Rudra. And, it does 
not convey its etymological sense (of Supreme Lord- 
ship), 

The prima facie view found in the verse (93) i 8 
rejected in the following verse. 

If on the basis of words like ISvara, Rudra is to be 
considered as the Supreme Lord, then on the basis of the 
words Indra, Mahendra, etc., the divine Being — Indra 
should be considered as the Supreme Lord. 

The Purvamimamsa school frames a particular rule 
according to which vakya or sentence is more powerful than 
samakhya or appellation. {ParvamimamiSsiUra, 3-3-7). 

When viewed in this light, there arc many Upanisadic 
texts which speak of Lord Visiiu as the Supreme Lord. 
These texts are more powerful than samakhya or words like 
ISvara, etc., applied to Rudra. Hence Lord Narayapa known 
through vdkyas is the supreme being, while Rudra known 
by appellation—iSvara, is not so. 

( 95 ) 

srta: ^ ^ ^wi^rifqfq i 
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A single word may convey two senses. And the 
two senses do not come under the same category. 
The word Purusa conveys the sense of jlva (and 
Vignu). Are we to say that Lord Vignu comes under 
the category of jlvcft The word sthanu conveys the 
senses of Rudra and a post. Are we to say that 
Rudra comes under the category of a post? In the 
same way, the word acdrya conveys the senses of a 
brahmin and a carpenter. A brahmin thereby does 
not become a carpenter. The word Hari conveys the 
senses of a lion and a frog. The lion thereby does 
not become a frog. 

( 96 ) 

fa ^ 5T3I q? q^rfOHT ^rirffcT fa cTRtcTI | 

S 3 

II II 

The supreme Reality is referred to in the Ufiani- 
sads by the words prana, akdSa, etc. On this ground, 
the vital airs like prana, etc., do not acquire the 
character of Brahman. In the same way, although 
the Supreme Lord is referred to by the terms like Siva 
etc., Siva does not become the Supreme Brahman as 
he is created by Lord Narayana like prana, etc., and 
as he is subject to merits and demerits. 

( 97 ) 
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g?i«frsfq jtisprut: H n 

Although the import of the Vedic texts which are 
in vogue and which are protected is determined in the 
first section of the Brahmasutra , yet the validity of that 
import must be determined only after enquiring into 
the Vedic texts which are now lost to us. This, how¬ 
ever, is not possible. The validity of the Vedic texts 
must be ascertained on the authority of the Sages like 
Kapila. The Sankhya system propounded by Kapila 
is, however, not correct. The conclusions arrived at 
by Manu and others and our conclusions are identical. 
(This could be known by the study of the second sec¬ 
tion of the Brahmasutra). 

( 98 ) 

vs 

si^: n sc n 

Some assert that the import of the text “One’s 
own recension of the Veda must be studied” is that 
one must learn the Veda by rote. It does not lie in 
learning the meaning. According to this view the 
study of the Veda does not have for its purpose the 
knowledge of its meaning. When this is the case, 
there is no room for the controversy whether the im¬ 
port of the Veda is Lord Vignu or Rudra. This 
objection is wrong. The study of the Veda, no doubt, 
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is for the purpose of learning it by rote. Yet the fact 
that it has an import cannot be denied. The Vedantins 
only admit that there is the injunction taat the Veda 
must be recited. This does not mean that the Veda 
does not have the import. 

( 99 ) 

q: sjftRrc: ^qiqfeisiqi- 

•\3 

qgfqqV f fe- 

qiq cRSlfej: & *qiqWTf|;fq: j| ^ II 

We shall ask those who consider that the Vedic 
text that enjoins the study of the Veda by rote thus: 
Does the Vedic text “One’s own recension of the Veda 
must be studied” have a meaning or not? (i) If it 
has, then all the other Vedic texts also have a mean¬ 
ing. (ii) If it does not (iave, then they cannot say 
that thisVedic text enjoins the study of the Veda for 
the purpose of learning it by rote. Hence the 
criticismof the Mlmamsaka does not stand to reason. 

( 100 ) 
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The Mlmamsaka raises the following question: If 
the study of the Vede is not enjoined for the purpose 
of knowing its meaning, then one would adopt the (ife 
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of a house-holder when one completes the study of 
the Veda without however knowing its meaning. Then 
engaging oneself in the performance of the duties of a 
house-holder, one will not find time to approach a 
preceptor and to serve him by bringing fuel, water, 
This means: one cannot be enjoined to inquire 
into the import of the Veda under a preceptor. This 
objection is answered by some clever Vedantins thus: 

( 101 ) 
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Service to the preceptor is subsidiary to the injunc¬ 
tion regarding the study of the Veda. When the 
Vedic study is over what is subsidiary to it also ceases 
to exist. The disciple may perform the duties of a 
house-holder. It should not be said that the disciple 
would have no time to enquire into the meaning of 
the Vedic text even when the teacher is prepared to 
teach him. It is because when the preceptor who 
himself is a house-holder finds time to teach, the dis¬ 
ciple will also find time to learn. And the preceptor 
will teach him out of affection or with a view to get 
money or fame. 

( 102 ) 
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(Arcitadyadhikaranam) 

Thpy are designated as Ativahikas, those who 
conduct the soul through the path of light. They are 
divine beings: Fire, the presiding deity of the day, of 
the bright fortnight of a lunar month, of the six 
months during which the sun moves towards the 
north of the year, the Sun, the Moon, the presiding 
deity of lightning, Varuna, Indra and Brahma. 

If the aspirant pursues the means of liberation by 
being devoted to the performance of his duties and also to 
the human ends mentioned in the Vedas he will proceed in 
the path of light ( arcirddi-marga) mentioned in the fourth 
chapter of Brahma-sUtra. The path of light is the path that 
leads to liberation and one will be conducted through the 
path by Fire and other Gods. Of these, the presiding deity 
of lightning will be with the soul till the latter reaches the 
abode of God. (For details regarding the arciradi-marga t 
see “The Nature and Destiny of the Individual Soul in 
Advaita” by Dr. N. Veezhinathan published in the Journal 
of tht Madras University — 1975.) 

( 103 ) 
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[In the last Adhikarana—Jagadvyaparavarjadhikarana :] 

If it is said that servitude to the Lord would cause 
misery, then it is wrong. It is because servitude to the 
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affectionate master, the Supreme Lord, in the state of 
liberation, could not cause misery. The Upanisads 
proclaim that that state is characterised by the absence 
of misery. Servitude to the others leads to misery and 
this is accepted by us too. 

In the state of liberation, the liberated soul serves the 
Lord; and, this service, unlike the service to mortals in the 
mundane world, causes supreme happiness. 

( 104 ) 

fq?^ cTT«mR*Tji || 

The wise one who has the name Varada as an 
ornament, who is the grandson of (Varada-Vi ? nu) a 
nephew of Sri Ramanuja and who is like the helms¬ 
man of the ship in the ocean of Vedanta has com¬ 
posed this text, the Tattvasara for the benefit of the 
world (of scholars). 








